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ABSTRACT 
What are the attitudes of university teachers towards giftedness, gifted and talented 
students and special provision for the gifted? 
The present study explored the attitudes towards gifted and talented students by two 
cohorts of university teachers. Both cohorts, one from 1996 and the other from 1997, 
were third year, secondary Bachelor of Arts in Education students, both participating in a 
university module related to catering for the high ability student in the regular classroom. 
The 1997 cohort's attitudes were measured before and after the module. Subsequently, 
some willing participants from the 1997 cohort were followed through to ascertain 
whether their attitude has changed now that they are practicing teachers in high school 
classrooms in 1998. 
Each cohort's attitudes were assessed on a series of attitudinal items related to gifted 
education using a 5-point Likert scale (5 ~strongly agree to 1 ~strongly disagree) using 
the Gagne and Nadeau (1991) attitudinal questionnaire. Additional demographic 
information complemented the findings. 
i he present study had particular implications in the short term, identifying that university 
teachers had preconceived ideas about the gifted and one cohort's attitudes adversely 
changed after participating in the tertiary module. That university teachers have these 
Ill 
I 
attitudes prior to graduating has implications for the provision of gifted students in 
schools: are the needs of the gifted really being met if teachers have ambivalent to 
negative attitudes towards them? However, practising teachers who had previously 
participated in the \'ertiary module improved in their attitudes towards the gifted in the 
medium term. 
In addition, the researcher was able to determine factors towards, and the overall 
effectiveness of, the tertiary module that affected attitudes towards gifted and talented 
students and their special needs by using both qualitative and quantitative measures. 
Despite extensive reviews that teachers need to be trained in gifted education to 
adequately meet the needs of their gifted students in their classrooms, this study reports 
the need for more quality and more effective training at the tertiary leveL This study also 
suggests the need for significant further research as there are limited studies in measuring 
attitudes towards the gifted by university teachers. 
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Background to the Study 
CHAPTER Ooi/E 
INTRODUCTION 
As the millennium is rapidly approaching and causing societal changes such 
as the Y2K bug, it also brings reviews and changes in education. Various 
educational institutions are banding together for the first time in Western 
Australia, through the Curriculum Council, to address the needs of students 
in the new millennium. One such education institution, the Education 
Department of Western Australia (EDWA), has formulated policies to 
address these changes in a range of primary areas such as students at 
educational risk and the introduction of an outcomes focussed curriculum. 
As schools head towards a new outcomes focussed education, the 
generational change, educators are required more than ever to cater for 
individual differences within the classroom and in particular, students at 
educational risk. 
Students at educational risk are defined as "those students who may be at 
risk of not achieving the major learning outcomes of schooling to levels 
which enable them to achieve their potential" (EDW A, 1998a). Gifted 
students are often at risk of not achieving their foil potential, and thus, are 




Gifted education is penetrating across the different educational levels to 
different degrees. Due to the Education Department of Western Australia's 
strategic plan in gifted education "more government schools are aware of 
the needs ofthe gifted "(D. Wood, personal communication, May 1997). 
For example, one goyernrnent education district, the Swan Education 
District, is implementing gifted and talented programs for students in the 
early years of school to secondary schooling (Cooper, 1999a). 
University institutions in Western Australia are also examining the recent 
policy and guidelines (EDWA, 1996) and the Talented and Gifted Students 
(TAGS) file (EDW A, 1995) to better equip university students with skills to 
cater for higher ability students in their classrooms. For example, since 
1984 The Western Australian College of Advanced Education and known 
currently as Edith Cowan University, have run a module, Catering for High 
Ability (Gifted and Talented) Students. In 1996/7, besides studying a variety 
of content and researching a number of issues related to gifted education, 
the students were encouraged to study EDWA's gifted and talented policy. 
In 1997, the students also focussed on professional development materials 
produced by EDWA (e.g., the TAGS File}, to enable university students to 
experience first hand strategies to cater for students in their future 
classrooms. These university students were also administered a 
questionnaire on their attitudes to gifted students (Gagne& Nadeau, 1994). 
The key question the researcher posed as a practitioner with responsibilities 
in gifted education was: "Is there a significant change in attituc!es from 
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university students participating in a university module on gifted education 
in the short and medium term?" There have been a limited number of 
studies carried out in this area. Therefore, to establish the significance of 
this present study, a literature review of the overall effect of gifted education 
attitudes and programs was undertaken. 
Significance of the Study 
Policy makers at government levels (Federal and State), are constantly faced 
with decisions of funding and resource allocation (Harslett, 1994). In 1995, 
The Western Australian Education Department completed a thorough 
review of policy and guidelines for gifted and talented students (EDWA, 
1996), in line with Eastern States and international counterparts. These 
policy initiatives provide some of the necessary support especially forthe 
classroom teacher in government schools. As more classroom teachers 
become aware of the needs of the gifted, they will hopefully influence these 
decision-makers to provide more resources to implement policies. But 
regardless of policy, as the literature review suggested, without positive 
attitudes by the teacher and proper education in gifted education the needs 
of these students are not adequately met (Beazley 1984; Guskin, Peng, & 
Majd-Jabbari, I 988; Hansen & Feldhusen, 1994; Tomlinson et al. 1994). 
Acceptance of, and provision for, the gifted in schools basically relies on the 
qualified teacher. Yet a variety of research indicates qualified teachers 
continue to have little education in gifted education, (e.g., Hansen & 
Feldhusen, 1994 and Newhouse-Maiden & Williams, 1994). Minimal 
research, particularly in Western Australia, has been conducted to study 
university students' attitudes and ability to cater for gifted and talented 
students, once they have completed some initial education at the university 
level (see Chapter 2). 
Therefore, there is a need to investigate the attitudes of university students. 
As the literature review reveals, this is especially important because 
establishing and maintaining a healthy attitude towards the gifted can lead to 
effective implementation ofEDWA's policy on gifted and talented 
education. Thus ensuring that teachers can be more accountable for thei!' 
students academic well being. The willingness and competence of 
university students will help with the coordination and planning of services 
for gifted and talented students such as the Planfor Government School 
Education 1998-2000 (Students at Educational Risk Policy, 1998) into their 
curriculum planning. With the continued emphasis on social equity now 
through an outcomes focused education (Curriculum Council, 1998), 
teachers more than ever are compelled to cater for the individual needs of 
students. Hence, the importance of both healthy teacher attitudes and 
participation by teachers in university education modules relating to gifted 
education. 
Attitudes of teachers toward gifted students can affect not only the students 
and their performance, but also the acceptance and effectiveness of the 
gifted program and the morale of the school as a whole (Clark, 1992). 
Failure to recognise and deal with attitudes resulted in the failure of some 
" 
gifted programs (Newland, 1976). Therefore, it was imponant to the 
present study to determine the attitudes ofboth qualified and university 
students, and historically, the impact of gifted educational programs. 
Many decisions regarding provision for the gifted in schoo~s are not based 
on considering the intellectual and affective development of the gifted. A 
major factor to be examined is the attitude of university students, so that 
appropriate educational strategies in schools can be more effectively 
implemented. This is imponant as the literature review reveals that teacher 
attitudes can effect the gifted students and the gifted program effectiveness 
(Clark, 1992 and Newland, 1976). It became clear that funher studies 
should examine the attitudes of teachers, qualified and novice, towards the 
gifted and their needs. The significance of this research, as stated, lies in the 
fact the research about attitudes towards the gifted by university students 
was limited. 
The Purpose of the Study 
Methodologically, the purpose of the present study was to capture as 
accurately as possible university students' attitudes towards the gifted, in 
regard to their perceived value of students as individuals, and their 
contribution to society. Both qualitative and quantitative methods were 
utilised to enhance the use of the Gagne-Nadeau (1994) attitude 
questionnaire (see Appendix A). Substantively, the study attempted to 
clarity some general assumptions held about the education of gifted children 
in relation to teacher attitudes as final year students and as first year 
teachers. Themes that emerged from the study are used to identify 
directions for further research on these teachers' attitudes and practices for 
the gifted. 
Research Questions 
From the researcher's key question, "Is there a significant change in 
attitudes of university studellls participating in a university module on gifted 
education in the short and medium termt·, The fa !towing five research 
questions and structure (see Appendix B) were formulated to guide the 
study: 
1. Novice Teacher Attitudes- attitudes towards the gifted. and gjfted 
provision. using Gagne-Nadeau Attitude Questionnaire. 
Did students from Edith Cowan University in 1996 and 1997, react 
positively, negatively or were in an ambivalent way towards the gifted in the 
following sections as identified by Gagne-Nadeau (1994): 
A. Needs of gifted children and support tbr special services; 
B. Objections based on ideology and priorities; 
C. Social usefulness of gifted persons in society; 
D. Isolation of gifted persons by others in the immediate environment; 
E. Attitudes towards special homogenous groups, classes, schools; and 
F. Attitudes towards accelerative enrichment? (see Appendix H). 
2. The Comparison of altitudes o{lhe 1996197 cohort.\' a.\·univenilr 
studi!llt.'i. 
2a. Was there a difference in attitudes towards the gifted between the 
two cohorts overall and between each section (as listed in Ql )? 
2b. If so, what could be some possible fa<'(ors contributing towards 
this? 
3. Social factors affecting university stude11ts' atlitudes toward\· the gifted 
Within each cohort, did the university students' gender, age and/or 
teaching area play a common, significant factor in their attitudinal 
responses towards the gifted? 
4. Attitudes ofpre and post madu/e for students in the /997 cohort. 
Was there a change in attitudes from those that were held at the 
beginning of the module by university students in the 1997 cohort and at 
its completion? 
5. Change of attitudes o[heginnin[ teachers from the /997 cohort in 1998 
Sa. Have their attitudes towards the gifted changed (for better or worse) 
since graduating? 
Sb. If so, what factors might have contributed in bringing about these 
attitudinal changes? 
Methodologically, the r<searcher was interested in how accurately the 
quantitative and qualitative data measured student attitudes before university 
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(i.e., their own experience), during university (i.e., long term practical and 
participation in university module on gifted education), and after university 
(i.e., as practising teachers). Response to this question was synthesized in 
the discussions of the findings (see Chapter 7). 
Operational definitions and abbreviations 
The two essential terms that required a clear definition was firstly, 
giftedness, to clearly differentiate this concept from talent; and secondly, a 
general definition of attitudes. 
Giftedness 
A review of the relevant literature suggested that few of the surveys on 
perception studies seemed to examine an initial common definition of "who 
are the gifted?" and "how do you define giftedness?". When teachers 
conceptualise the term 'gifted', one teacher's criteria for being gifted could 
be different from another (Schack & Starko, 1990). With a multiplicity 0f 
definitions of what giftedness is, the university students and graduate 
teachers participating in the present study were encouraged to use Gagne's 
(1994) definition and theoretical model of giftedness, which had been 
adopted by The Education Department of Western Australia: 
"Giftedness" is conceptualised as outstanding ability in a number of 
domains and "talent" as exceptional performance in various domain-
related fields (Gagne, F., 1985, cited in EDW A TAGS File, 1995, 
p.ID.3). 
8 
The model (see Figure 1.1) included the intrapersonal and environmental 
catalysts that represented the factors needed to effect the transformation of 



























Figure I I. Gagne's differentiated model of giftedness and talent. 
(Heller, KA., Monks, F.J. and Passow, H.A., 1993, cited in TAGS File, p.ID.3). 
This definition and model of giftedness and talent (see Fignre 1.1) was 
selected because it clearly differentiated giftedness from talent. Hence the 
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model highlighted both intrapersonal catalysts and the environmental 
catalysts, which play a significant role in determining an individual's 
change from giftedness (or potential) to a manifested talent. One of the 
major determinants in this model of talent development are attitudes 
towards giftedness, talent and the gifted. This key catalyst is both reflected 
in the attitudes of gifted students (as part of personality) and an 
environmental catalyst reflected in the personality and behaviours of 
teachers and significant others towards the gifted (see Figure 1.1 ). 
Attitudes 
For the purpose of in the present research the following general definition of 
attitudes was used: 
Attitudes are enduring mental representations of various features of 
the social or physical world. They are acquired through experience 
and exert a directive influence on subsequent behaviour (Breckler & 
Wiggins cited in Baron & Byrne, 1991, p.138). 
Attitudes then are tendencies to evaluate objects, events and people in 
certain ways. The three main components of an attitude are cognitive, 
affective and behavioural (Burns, 1991; Baron & Byrne, 1991). However, if 
the affective component is too strong and it determines the behaviour 
towards the person or what they stand for and do, then this often results in 
prejudicial and discriminating behaviours. The literature revealed that 
attitudes are learned and that each of these three components of attitude is to 
some degree dependent upon the other in terms of resulting behaviour 
(Baron & Byrne, 1991; Newland, 1976). Hence, it was anticipated that 
10• 
participation in a module on gifted education at university level would exert 
a positive influence on future teacher behaviour, and temper the affective 
component resulting in more rational decisions being made in classrooms 
towards the gifted and provision tbr special needs. 
Environmental catalysts such as the intervention of prior experience of 
participating in a gifted.program and the participants' (i.e., the university 
students) intrapersonal catalysts, such as willingness to self-report (i.e., in a 
questionnaire) were monitored to find out whether university students' 
attitudes were affected positively towards the gifted (see Figure 1.1 ). The 
researcher hypothesised that both intrapersonal catalysts and environmental 
catalysts (i.e., lecturers' program) would play a significant part in forming 
teacher attitudes towards gifted students in the short term, and lead them to 
want to develop their own students' gifts in the future. Hence, both 
intrapersonal and the environmental catalysts (i.e., the teacher, and the 
module) were investigated. This established how significant a role these 
catalysts played in forming university students' attitudes towards gifted 
students. 
Abbreviations 
The major abbreviations (many of which are labels used in WA), which are 
used within the body of the present research, are defined below: 
• E.D.W.A- The Education Department of Western Australia. 
• T.A.G.S- Talented and Gifted Students 





REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Research in the area of attitudes towards the gifted, focuses mainly on 
qualified teachers. In view ofthe fact that the attitudes of university 
students towards the gifted, particularly in an Ac!Stralian context, was very 
limited, a general literature review was undertaken. 
Wherever possible the researcher contextualised the literature review within 
the institutions of education in Western Australia, in particular, the 
Education Department ofWes!''m Australia, whose historical stance 
towards gifted education had been mandated by policies and guidelines 
since the late 1970's (Beazley, 1984; Mossenson, 1981; Ministry of 
Education, 1992). 
The purpose of the historical review (and the content of the sections in the 
literature re-:iew) was to highlight the need for teacher education and the 
impact of teachers' positive attitudes towards the successful implementation 
of programs for the gifted. 
12. 
Rtview of General Literature on Attitudes towards the Gifted 
A historical overview of gifted programs in Western Australia 
Historically, in one form or another, civilisations have valued the talents and 
gifts of humankind: whether being the artistic in Neolithic times, the 
physically astute in the classical world, or the privileged few educated in the 
Middle Ages. However, increasingly throughout the twentieth century, an 
egalitarian society and education for all has emerged. Momentum for gifted 
education arose with other educational needs (Marland Report,1972), yet it 
is one of the few fields of education that has not progressed and been 
successfully implemented to promote both equity and excellence and is still 
dubbed elitist (Newland, 1976 and Boag, 1990). However, as various 
disciplines in education (such as philosophy, sociology and psychology) 
have developed, so have educators' views towards the gifted and the need 
for gifted education provision (Davis & Rimm, 1994). 
In Western Australia, provision for gifted and talented children in 
government schools can be identified back to 1911, when Perth Modern 
School began its approach to promoting excellence in education until the 
1960's. 
The Dettman Report (EDWA, 1969) was the first official report with 
recomm•adations for gifted students. A member of this committee, Dr 
David Mossenson, (EDWA, 1978), furmer Director General of Education, 
challenged the ambivalence towards the legitimisation and provision of 
lB 
gifted education. He allowed acceleration programs for Year 7 students into 
high schools and subsequently, various specialist schools arose (Nash, 
1995). These proJ,'fams took the fonn of either school based or 
supplementary programs. A special task force, the Gifted and Talented 
Children's Program Project Group, was fonned by Mossenson (EDWA, 
1981) to promote adequate provision for the gifted. Many schools were also 
adequately addressing the needs of gifted and talented students. Examples 
included the school-based program at Rossmoyne Senior High School 
(Newhouse & Jones, 1983) and, EPIC (Extension Program through 
Individualised Curriculum) established in 1981. The first official system 
level program in Western Australia was at Girrawheen SHS, which was the 
pilot school for the state's Special Secondary Placement Program 
(Honeyman, I983). This program is still operating in 1999. 
In the 1980's the Labor Government initiated two reviews, the Kelly 
Review (EDW A, 1983) and the Beazley Report (1984), which saw the 
replacement of a number of earlier system programs. For example, Special 
Interest Centres ( S.P.I.C.E) for Year 5 students and Full-time Extension 
Classes (F.U.T.E.C) for Years 6-7 students in primary schools were 
replaced with Primary Extension and Challenge (P.E.A.C), a part time 
withdrawal program for Years 5-7 (Peters, 1993). As primary and 
secondary schools were now deemed responsible for the education of 
academically talented students, the emphasis was placed on school-based 
programs supported by system-level programs. System level programs 
included the Secondary Extension and Challenge (S.E.A.C), Special Focus 
Programs (S.F.P), Mentor programs (EDWA, 1985), Special Secondary 
Placement Program (S.S.P.P) and Primary Extension and Challenge 
(P.E.A.C). The later two prob>rams have continued into !999. 
Over a decade later, the Education Department of Western Australian 
undertook its own reviews. Policy for gifted education that was formerly 
required by accountability and devolution reforms (EDW A, 1978, 1981 & 
1986) was revamped. The !994 policy was revitalised and realigned with 
current gifted and talented research, printed and distributed to all 
government schools in Western Australia in 1996. The policy revamp was 
part ofthe Department of Employment, Education and Education (DEET) 
funded Strategic Plan for Gifted Education from 1994 to 1996. The 
strategic plan included other initiatives such as the production of the TAGS 
professional development file, Tagging TAGS CD ROM and TAGS 
coordinators, education for secondary and primary school teachers; a review 
ofPEAC and recommendations (Cook, 1995); a telematics program and an 
early childhood booklet for parents and teachers of young gifted children 
(Wood, 1997). As part of this Strategic Plan a conference with international 
educator, Professor Francoys Gagne from the University of Montreal, 
Canada in 1996, was arranged by the researcher. This was an appropriate 
professional development strategy for teachers, as the Education 
Department's policy and TAGS file are based on Gagne's model and 
definition of giftedness and talent (see Figure I. I). 
rs 
Theoretically and practically, EDW A schools were prepared to implement 
the policy and practices planned for the education of the gifted by the mid 
1990's. However, as findings later revealed, effective policy 
implementation by teachers in government schools was not evident even in 
the late 1990's. Therefore, it was important to determine the attitudes of 
both qualified and university students, and historically, the impact of gifted 
educational programs. 
Support for teacher training in gifted education 
Generally, the literature reviewed indicated a need for improved pre-service 
education of teachers in the field of gifted education (Begin and Gagne, 
1994a & 1994b; Copenhaver & Mcintyre 1992; Gallagher, Coleman & 
Nelson 1995, and Schack & Starko 1990). It was recognised that specific 
education in the area could also help to eliminate some of the myths, 
(Silverman, 1992; Gross, 1994c) held by many teachers, such as special 
provision for the gifted creates elitism, and their ability to identify 
accurately gifted and talented students (Shore, Cornell, Robinson, & Ward, 
1991). 
Hansen & Feldhusen (1994) found that teachers who had specialised in pre-
service/graduate programs in gifted education demonstrated greater teaching 
skills and provided a more positive learning environment in gifted 
education. Martinson's research showed (McLeod & Cropley, 1989) 
teachers generally displayed a more favourable attitude towards the gifted 
and provision for their education. 
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The effects of lack of involvement in gifted education by teachers and their 
lack of tolerance for the gifted students have also been studied (Schack & 
Starko 1990; Copenhaver & Mcintyre 1992). These researchers examined 
the differences between pre .. service, experienced teachers (without 
experience teaching gifted students) and qualified teachers of the gifted. 
They concluded there was a need for improved pre-service education of 
teachers in the field of gifted education. 
Robinson (1994) suggested that the needs of pre-service teachers be best 
met at an undergraduate level. He found that moving from pre-service to 
inserviced teachers that "trained teachers were more likely to emphasise 
higher level thinking and to de-emphasise grades than untrained teachers" 
(p.ll3). Livingstone & Borko (1989) also found that teachers do begin to 
learn during pre-service programs, and that there is a need to structure such 
programs at the novices' level of readiness in order to maximise cognitive 
development. Starko & Schack (1989) also emphasised the need to provide 
pre-service teachers not only with the knowledge, but the experience to help 
raise the self-efficacy oftheir gifted students, and to use desired teaching 
strategies for the gifted as identified by Coil, 1996; Dalton & Smith, 1986 
and Maker, 1982. If training is at the university students' required cognitive 
level and practical experiences are given then a more sound knowledge base 
evolves and positive attitudes develop. in order to produce their best results 
for gifted students. 
Overall, Guskin et al ( 1988) suggest further investigations are required to 
determine how much learning is transferred into actual practice. As Lindsey 
(1980) concluded: 
These developments are important but the sum of them all [teacher 
education, research, and funding in gifted education] can be only as 
effective as the teacher makes them in daily regular classroom or in 
special classes (p. 7). 
These findings were further justifications for the present study. 
Attitudes towards special homogenous groups. c1asses. and schools for the 
There is a lack of consensus regarding the best type of provision for the 
gifted. Roberts, Ingram & Harris (1992) found gifted students left in a 
regular school program made less progress in developing higher thinking 
skills than those involved in withdrawal programs. Feldhusen and Kroll 
(1991) found gifted students in a regular classroom started with a positive 
attitude but this soon declined and they became bored through lack of 
challenges. Burton-Szabo (1996) suggested that the gifted cannot develop 
their talents ('unique characteristics') if placed in the mainstream and if 
their talents are not developed they can academically fall below average, a 
finding also supported by Monsson in Roberts, Ingram & Harris, (1992). To 
address this problem, a variety of special programs such as withdrawal or 
pullout programs, full time self-contained classes, acceleration, cluster 
grouping, specific participant groupings and mentoring programs. All such 
programs have evolved to recognise and develop the special needs of gifted 
students. For example, each endeavors to assist the gifted to progress at 
his/her own pace with similar ability peers, and to provide a challenging and 
stimulating curriculum at the student's appropriate ability level (Feldhusen, 
1991; Gross, 1994a). 
Observation by the researcher of gifted students at a primary (Opportunity 
'C' class) and secondary fulltime self-contained class (selective high school) 
in the Eastern states revealed the need for special programs in their schools 
so they can attain self-actualisation and not be bored (Cooper, 1999a). In 
the Western Australian context, a Senate Select Committee Report (1988) 
found when gifted and talented students were withdrawn from the regular 
class to attend their special classes, the regular students developed greater 
confidence in their abilities. 
Kulik and Kulik (1984, 1987) have conducted comprehensive studies in 
favour of special provision for the gifted. Their various studies also 
affirmed that gifted students do better in special ability grouping classes 
than in the regular classroom. 
In contrast, Slavin (1986, 1987, 1990) and Oakes (1985) advocate 
heterogeneous grouping. They believe ability grouping provides no real 
benefits to the gifted or any child in the education system. However, Kulik 
and Kulik (1992) argue that Slavin and Oakes's work is not supported by 
evidence and that the studies they reviewed were outdated. 
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When applied to the Western Australian context for example, Oakes's 
research (1985) states, " ... new school organizational schemes [need to be 
sought] that support efforts to provide equal classroom opportunities ... more 
limited refonns should be attempted to equalize the effects of schooling" 
(pp.ll 0-11 ). This clearly is outdated as Western Australian government 
educational policies and frameworks, such as the Social Justice policy 
(1992), the Students at Educational Risk policy (EDW A, 1998a), the Policy 
and Guidelines for the Education of Gifted and Talented Students (EDWA, 
1996) and the Curriculum Framework (Curriculum Council, 1998). These 
policies reflect unequal treatment of all students, that is, each student is an 
individual and has their own needs. Through these current policies and 
frameworks students have the opportunity to achieve excellence, or at least 
their potential regardless of funding, and ideologies in basic equity. 
In relation to Gagne's Differentiated Model ofGiftedn<SS and Talent (see 
Figure 1.1), general attitudes towards ability grouping necessitate an 
examination ofintrapersonal catalysts such as motivation and self-esteem. 
Motivation and self-esteem can affect gifted students ability to achieve their 
potential. For example, gifted children (as do all children) need to be given 
appropriate challenges or needs to be in a state of 'task-involvement' 
(Czikszentmihalyi, 1975), particularly in a heterogeneous setting. If not, 
they can find the task slow and unstimulating, their motivation can suffer 
and consequently, they may even be overlooked for selection into a gifted 
program (Clinkenbeard, 1994; Gross, 1994d). Additionally, another issue 
arising from both sides of the ability grouping debate is that of the self-
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esteem of students in ability groups, whether gifted or lower achievers. 
Allen (1991) analysed this issue when reviewing research by Kulik & Kulik 
( 1984), Slavin ( 1986) and Oates (1985), and concluded that there was only a 
small effect of grouping on self-esteem. Feldhusen & Hoover (1986) 
concluded gifted students self concept (correlated with self esteem) may be 
influenced positively by participation in homogeneously grouped gifted 
programs. 
Furthermore, Allan (1991) identified other issues in response to ability 
grouping that ought to be considered: "issues such as the impact of adult 
attitudes towards grouping ... are crucial... neither ofthe two studies 
discusses the importance of teacher and parent attitudes ... "(p.64). Gamoran 
(1987), Allen (1991 ), and Van Tassei-Baska (1992), suggests that the 
overa11 management structure (i.e., -instructional strategies, students' 
attitudes, and school decision making processes) need to be examined, not 
just grouping practices. 
Levels of attitudes qffecting type of provision 
On the basis of attitudes towards special provision for gifted students, 
McLeod & Cropley (1989) identify four groups that members of society can 
be divided into: 
1. those who care and are passionate about the needs and special 
provision for the gifted; 
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2. those who do not want extra resources spent on already 'over 
endowed' children; 
3. those who believe society has a responsibility to help all students 
reach their own potential, 
4. and those who are totally indifferent towards the gifted (pp.l/2). 
An attitude linked with Group 2, which often prevails when mentioning the 
need for special programs and/or classes for the gifted, is 'elitism'. Many 
researchers (Newland, 1976; Boag, 1990 aod Gross, l994c) reject this level 
of opposition and clearly articulates the contradictions of elitism, with 
comparisons to the money and resources spent on training an athletic elite. 
Another level of opposition is the separation of students into gifted and 
other groups, is seen by some as increasing use oflabelling. Research 
(Geffen, 1991; and Kolb & Jussim, 1994) indicated that teachers' 
perceptions of the label "gifted" became more positive as they had 
opportunities to interact with gifted and talented students and participate in 
gifted training (see also pp. 16-17 ofthe literature reviewed that supported 
this view). 
Although the majority of gifted education writers and researchers support 
ability grouping, many decisions regarding provision of the gifted in our 
schools are not based on considering the effects on the gifted. The attitudes 
of the novice and practising teachers needed to be examined so that 
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appropriate education&! strategies at school levels could be more effectively 
implemented. 
Attitudes towards acceleration 
A nativist approach to education assumes the intellectual development and 
emotional growth proceeds in a fixed pattern (i.e., tend to have a 
chronological age as a predictor of readiness). "However, forty years of 
empirical research on student development and learning has shown us that 
chronological age is not a reliable indicator of the level at which a child can, 
and should, be working" (Gross, 1995, p.295). Schools that adopt an 
environmentalist approach examine both the intellectual and socio-
ernotional development and accommodate provision in regard to individual 
differences and prior learning, as aligned with Gagne's Differentiated Model 
of Giftedness and Talent (see Figure 1.1 ). 
Acceleration of gifted students is one such method in catering for individual 
learning rates. Acceleration is simply defined as "any strategy which allows 
students to progress more quickly than their age peers" (NSW Department 
of School Education, 1991, p.l4). Acceleration can adopt the form of 
subject acceleration, whole grade skipping, early entry, or whole-class 
acceleration such as University High School in Melbourne, Victoria 
(Cooper, 1998). 
There is a~ain the debate on the merits of acceleration compared to 
enrichment/extension. Diffusing gifted edw::ation instructional strategies 
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(i.e., as in the TAGS file) into a heterogeneous environment is one strategy, 
but research (referred to earlier in this study) suggested that it does not truly 
cater for the specific needs of the gifted, as acceleration or ability grouping 
does. Elkind ( 1988) found students who skip a grade or enter school early 
are provided with developmentally appropriate education. However, other 
factors such as the social and emotional needs, socio-economic status, and 
developmental level need to be carefully examined (Southern & Jones, 
1991). However, most research on acceleration indicates that gifted 
students, in particular the extremely gifted, are not harmed intellectually or 
psycho-socially by this experience (Gross, 1992; Rogers & Kimpton, 1992; 
Sayler& Brookshire, 1993). 
However, one of the problems with this approach is the lack of 
understanding, and poor conception of what acceleration means. Despite 
the strong positive research that has occurred over a long period, in support 
of its effectiveness (Borland, 1989 and Van Tassel-Baska, 1986, 1992), 
many educators do not deem it a relevant, viable option. "Probably no 
educational strategy developed to respond to the academic and social needs 
of gifted students is hedged about and clouded with so many myths and 
misconceptions as is acceleration" (Gross, 1994c, p 12). 
Southern & Jones (1991), Braga (1971) and Rogers & Kimpton (1992) 
found that practitioners generally had a negative attitude towards 
acceleration, particularly when considering early entry and the socio-
emotional factor, despite the literature revealing positive benefits. The 
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practitioners in Southern & Jones's and Braga's studies, based their attitudes 
from personal experiences. Generally, those who had themselves been 
accelerated as students had a more tavourable attitude than those whom had 
not and/or who had little experience with gifted students and/or gifted 
training. As Van Tassel-Baska (1992) observed: 
Kulik & Kulik (1984) in their recent meta-analysis of the effects of 
acceleration note that when convincing research evidence collides 
with prevailing social values, social values will out. Most research 
reviews that have been conducted on acceleration ... have shown it to 
be a highly effective intervention technique with intellectually gifted 
learners Goldberg, 1958; Reynolds, Birch, & Tuseth, 1962; Begle, 
1976; Gallagher, 1969; Dauria, 1980; Kulik & Kulik, 1984. 
(cited in Maker, 1986, pl79). 
This had implications for the present study. Intervention strategies, 
particularly early intervention strategies, are highly supported by th<; SAER 
policy (EDW A, 1998a). Early intervention strategies are suggested for 
implementation in the classroom in order to assist the gifted to reach their 
potential at any age. However, from the literature review, it is evident many 
positive attitudes are only fostered towards the gifted when teachers have 
had the experience of working with gifted students, thus having the 
opportunities and experiences to implement intervention strategies. 
The degree to which excellence and equity are fostered in education and the 
zeitgeist towards the gifted may differ from one societal context to another 
(Newhouse-Maiden & Williams, 1996). Newland (1976) suggested it is 
important for positive action, for both society and the gifted, to develop 
attitudes that will be socially contributive. 
23 
Negative teacher attitudes towards the gifted 
Rejection may in part be due to the actions and attitudes adopted by the 
gifted themselves. Clark ( 1992) suggested these attitudes maybe the result 
of other people's and society's attitudes and prejudices towards gifted 
children. 
The literature reviewed has suggested that the attitudes towards the gifted, 
throughout time, within different societal contexts, have generally been 
negative or dealt with suspicion (Clark, 1992; Marland, 1972). 
In America in the 1960's and 70's, Newland (1976) and the Marland Report 
(1972) described negative attitudes towards the gifted predominantly 
coming from those teachers not trained in gifted education. Rosenthal and 
Jacobsen (1968 cited in Barry and King, 1993) and Clark (1992) focussed 
research on student selj:fu!filling prophecy (known also as the 'Pygmalion 
effect'), and demonstrated how important teacher attitudes were for student 
learning. Terrassier (1981) extended this concept further and explained how 
gifted children suffer what he called: 
... the Negative Pygmalion Effect: a teacher, unaware ofthe 
intellectual precocity of a pupil, expects from him a normal, average 
school efficiency and encourages him to achieve at a level very far 
behind his capabilities. In this case, the preconceived idea of the 
teacher acts as a major impediment to the expression of the potential 
of the gifted child. Most gifted children 'lTC in such a situation 
(p.83). 
Some of these negative attitudes held by teachers prevail because gifted 
students may be a perceived threat by the teacher, and hence, the teacher 
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may be unable to maintain a personal control over 'their' classroom 
(Cooper, 1979). For example, catering for the gifted may require changes in 
the classroom routine causing some teachers to feel threatened and resentful 
(Wallace, 1983). As stated earlier (see p 17), there was a need to review the 
effectiveness of teacher education so educators do not see gifted children as 
nuisances or threat (Worchester, 1956), thus, diminishing later negative 
attitudes, through the behavioural component. 
In Western Australia, it was documented in 1978 and 1980 with Dr Miriam 
Goldberg's visit~ that the general lack of special programs for the gifted in 
independent schools was due to its low priority on the independent schools 
agenda (Goldberg, 1981). Twenty years on it appears the central bodies are 
still not "striving for excellence" in the way the Education Department of 
Western Australia has mandated for this field of education. 
The Catholic Education Office of Western Australia does not have a policy 
for gifted and talented education. Some schools offer enrichment programs 
and/or participate in national competitions such as 'Tournament ofMinds', 
but there is no centrally coordinated or funded effort in the form of policy or 
support materials (G. Mitchell, personal communication, Nov. 1998). 
Although the Catholic Education Journal has a motto "striving for 
excellence", the efforts to date are placed "in the curriculum areas such as 
the Curriculum Framework and collaborative learning" (G. Mitchell, 
personal communication, Nov. 1998). 
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Many government schools in Wt:stern Australia are catering for the needs of 
the gifted, as stated in Chapter I. One such government education district, 
the Swan Education District, is in an educational metropolitan region where 
the "blending of ideas' between mainstream teachers and teachers of the 
gifted are being developed. For example, the researcher initiated and 
coordinated a supplementary gifted program for junior primary students 
(titled, Growing Poppies) in the Swan Education district; schools 
participating are required to send a mainstream teacher representative to 
attend professional development organised by specialist teachers of the 
gifted (Cooper, 1998, 1999). Such requirements have been influenced by 
research such as that by Gallagher, Coleman and Nelson (1995). They 
compared the perceptions of educators of gifted students with mainstream 
education teachers in middle school, and those specialising in cooperative 
learning situations. Their data analysis revealed a larger effect size, where 
results suggested a major gulf existed between the perceptions ofthe key 
groups of educators. They concluded that there was a need for more 
communication and blending of ideas between specialist teachers of the 
gifted and mainstream teachers. 
Overall, there is a need for the present study to examine the effectiveness of 
a university module on gifted education and the attitudes preconceived and 
conceived before and after such training. 
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Attitudinal perspective of university students towards the gifted 
There were very few specific studies focussing on university student8' 
attitudes. Clark ( 1992) and Weiner and O'Shea ( 1963) found that university 
students who had attended lectures on the gifted displayed more favourable 
attitudes towards the gifted child. This was supported by a small study by 
Newhouse-Maiden and Williams (1994), in a Western Australian university, 
and highlighted some of the positive effects a university module can have 
on changing student attitudes. 
Other than these small studies, the literature review revealed no other major 
studies that examined the attitudes of university students towards the gifted. 
The present study was opportune as it addressed the key issue regarding 
teacher attitudes towards gifted education and the gifted student. 
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CHAPTER THRU: 
LITERATURE ON METHODOLOGY 
In the present research, there was a need to measure quantitatively the 
attitudes towards gifted and talented students by university students, and 
later as graduate teachers. In order to measure attitudes, a clear definition 
was provided (see p.l 0). Next, as attitudes are difficult to observe these 
needed to be measured as effectively as possible by some form of indirect 
means. A number of instruments for measuring attitudes were identified for 
possible selection. 
The Q-sort technique, the paired comparisons method, interviews, attitude 
scales, rank order scales, sociometric procedures, the semantic differential 
technique, behavioural observations and projective methods are specific 
instruments to measure attitudes (Bums, 1991). Most of these methods 
were deemed inappropriate because they were considered too time-
consuming for use in university classes. The justification for selecting one 
ofthese instruments, an attitude questionnaire by GagnO-Nadeau (1991), 
was also examined. 
A summated rating scale, also known as a Likert scale, was chosen because 
this measured the empirical data that was based on the participant's 
attitudes. As a number of cohorts of university students were surveyed, a 
questionnaire was considered advantageous because it would have been 
impractical to attempt to see each participant personally. A questionnaire 
was also cost efficient, assisted with anonymity and minimised possible bias 
due to the presence of the researcher, and generally the validity and 
reliability of such scales are high (Burns, 1991 ). An already prepared 
attitude inventory was chosen "as with all tests one should not spend time 
constructing an attitude test, if one adequate for one's purpose already 
exists" (Burroughs, 1971 ,p 127). 
IdentifYing predictors and attitudes of teachers towards gifted education had 
been limited until Begin and Gagne (1994) had carried out a comprehensive 
review of more than 30 studies examining the variables concerning people's 
attitudes towards gifted education. They found a lack of significant results 
and no consensus among the findings of these studies. Begin and Gagne 
{1994) grouped the mothodological deficiencies they identified into four 
conditions (measure of attitude, predictors, samples, and method of 
analysis), and found that none of the studies reviewed met all four 
conditions. 
Begin and Gagne (1994) also found due to measurement error the measures 
of attitude adopted by many studies were neither reliable nor valid. They 
argued that the ideal instrument ought to be like a scale, including, if 
possible, psychometric qualities which could be analysed and measured 
accurately, to explain the variance amongst attitudes. They offered eight 
recommendations regarding the more accurate measurement of teachers' 
attitudes towards the gifted: 
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• A psychomelric altitude scale ,,·hould he used. GagnC-Nadeau 
attitude questionnaire was appropriate and so selected for the present 
research. 
• l11e instrumenJ 's p.'i)'chomelric qualilies should continue Jo he Jested 
(Nadeau, 1994). Hence, in the present research, which is in the new 
societal context of Western Australia, should contribute to theory 
building on attitude measurement. 
• The instntmenJ should expose a large number of explanalory factors. 
such as the educational/eve/ of the partcipallls. In the present 
resear~h. other personal and professional antecedents are included to 
gain a fuller profile of each novice teacher. 
• A study of attitudes should measure the independe/11 variables as 
reliably and validly as the dependem variables. Inferential statistics 
to the attitude scale analysis of both cohorts were applied in the 
present study, namely means, range, and standard deviations. 
• A large sample or target population should be taken. Most of the 
literature reviewed had samples greater than one hundred (Begin & 
Gagne, 1994; Gallagher, Coleman & Nelson, 1995; Justman & 
Wrightstone, 1960). Hence the attitudes oftwo cohorts (1996 and 
1997) of novice teacher were obtained to help minimise 
measurement error in the present study. 
• A study should be representative of an appropriate target population. 
In the present research used two cohorts of students, both had 
participated in the same university module on gifted education. This 
targeted an appropriate population and provided the opportunities to 
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examine different gender, age, teaching major, and the denomination 
of schools (i.e., government or non-government). 
• It was recommended that a more parsimonious interpretation of a 
study's results will be achieved by grouping the independent 
variables into more general categories; as outlined and used in the 
present research. 
• Finally, Begin and Gagne ( 1994) recommended using a univariate 
technique to explain the overall effect and variance of the predictors. 
Their technique was adopted in the present research (as explained in 
Chapter 5). 
Gagne-Nadeau attitude questionnaire 
As a result of their analysis, Gagne-Nadeau (1994) produced an attitude 
questionnaire, 'Opinions about the gifted and talented and their education', 
which was utilised for the present study (see Appendix A). It used a 5-point 
Likert scale, of strongly agree to strongly disagree. It consisted of34 items, 
indicators of attitudes towards gifted education, and were followed by a 
rating scale. The instrument was originally developed to determine French-
speaking teachers' opinion about the gifted, and their education in Canada. 
The authors have encouraged the validation of this instrument in English 
speaking countries. The different items in the questionnaire were grouped, 
analysed and interpreted according to attitudes relating to the needs and 
support of gifted students, level of opposition, social value, rejection of 
gifted students, ability grouping, and school acceleration. 
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Concluding comments on the literature review 
In summary, the study helped build theory, through adopting a mainly 
quantitative approach to data gathering in a different societal context. Using 
the Gagne -Nadeau instrument, this study complemented and added support 
to findings by Gagne with French speaking teachers, however the 
researcher's analysis revealed the need for f'Jrther examination in the 




The major purpose of this empirical research is to describe accurately what 
occurs in a specific situation. Educational research has two methods, 
quantitative and qualitative, which the researcher did not perceive as 
mutually exclusive. 
The prevalent philosophical perspective for many years had been 
positivism. Positivism is a realist, objective way of observing something 
that exists, and therefore can be defined, measured and tested. In gifted 
education: 
The interest of the Englishman, Sir Francis Galton, in the study of 
mental inheritance led to the first systematic study of giftedness. 
Moreover, the statistical correlation procedure proposed by Galton 
and derived by Karl Pearson contributed significantly to the basic 
statistical used today to analyse most of the behavioural and social 
science data that are necessary for used in gifted identification. 
(Linden and Hoover, 1994, p.44). 
The traditional scientific method, had been debated by modern philosophers 
like Karl Popper, stating theories can not be proved to be rational, but that 
we can rationally criticise them (Popper, 1976). So, since the 1960's a 
strong movement towards qualitative research has developed (Bums, 1991 ). 
This naturalistic, ideological approach allows for methodological 
eclecticism. Generally, the research is presented from the insider's view of 
the particular field, generalisations are context-dependent and this makes the 
research easier for teachers to read (Bums, 1991 ). 
35 
Based on the literature review and Gagne's contextualised model of 
giftedness (see Figure 1.1, Chapter I, p. 9), another conceptual framework 
was developed. Such a model helped promote a better understanding of the 
integrated nature of the factors affecting the education ofthe gifted, 
especially attitudes towards the gifted in a particular social context (see 
Figure 4.1, p.37). Variables, both intra personal and environmental, that 
might affect perceptions of university students, were identified. 
The researcher developed this conceptual model (see Figure 4.1) to examine 
the macro and micro variables related to attitudes towards gifted education 
by university students in Western Australia. Attitudes relating to behaviour 
can be acquired through indirect processes of social learning, and through 
direct, personal experience (Baron & Byrne, 1991). Subsequently, 
university students brought to the gifted module, personal and professional 
experience, their preconceived feelings and attitudes about the gifted (the 
affective stage of attitude development). Once the content of the module 
was introduced and examined at a cognitive level, it was assumed that 
university students would interpret and process new information in helping 
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Having processed more complex information from the module, the 
university students graduated as practising teachers in 1998. It was the 
purpose oft he present study to find out if both knowledge and attitudes 
about the gifted was manifested in their own classrooms. Providing them 
with an opportunity to re-evaluate their attitudes at this time has provided 
information about the persistence of those attitudes and/or change in 
practice a year on. 
Hence, the researcher's conceptual model was attempting to show the 
tension between environmental catalysts th'ilt continue to influence attitude 
change ofteachers towards the gifted, and the strength of attitudes held 
within them (intrapersonal catalysts). 
The inner circle then reflected the university module, because the literature 
relating to attitudes towards the gifted highlighted the need for 
education/training (cognitive stage). Particularly at a university level, the 
influence of the indirect process of social learning and the power of direct, 
personal experience (behavioural stage) would have helped form an attitude 
(Baron & Byrne, 1991). 
Intra personal (such as motivation, self concept) and environmental 
catalysts, as well as previous experience with a gifted program (either as a 
participant and/or on practice), would be likely to affect an individual's 
perception towards the gifted at any given stage within the researcher's 
conceptual framework model (Figure 4.1 ). These and other variables such 
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as age of the novice teacher, and school commitment towards the gifted (i.e., 
policy in action) were recognised, but are not feasible to control in this 
present study. 
Concerning intrapersonal catalysts, the researcher briefly acknowledged the 
responses from the 1997 cohort's response to QI7 of the questionnaire (I 
would very much like to be considered a gifted person) because it is related 
to self-concept (see Appendix A). As attitudes are triggered responses that 
have been aroused by past experiences, it was important to acknowledge the 
combination of this, and what Ajzen & Fishbein (1977) referred to as the 
"subjective norm" in these university students. The "subjective norm" is 
when attitudes may have been influenced by the perceived attitudes of 
others, and have a positive or negative affect upon a person's decision 
making (e.g., you may be considered a 'nerd' to be a part of a gifted 
program, therefore you do not acknowledge your participation). 
Theoretical assumptions underlying the present study. 
The contextualised present study was based on the research described in the 
literature review and the two conceptual frameworks (Figure 1.1 and Figure 
4.1), and was founded upon the following assumptions: 
I. Teachers' attitudes towards the gifted are affected by their level of 
gifted education training. 
2. Factors, both environmental and intrapersonal, play a part in forming 
and shaping attitudes of university students and "first year out" 
teachers. 
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3. Attitudes are learned, and the three components (affective, cognitive, 
behaviour) of an attitude are learned and semi dependent upon each 





The participants represented two cohorts of secondary university students 
from Edith Cowan University, Western Australia and were in their final year 
of completing a Bachelor of Arts in Education in secondary teaching. All 
students were enrolled in the module, EDU 3600 Catering for High Ability 
(Gifted and Ta/emed} Students. 
The number of participants in each cohort was as follows: 
• I 08 university students from a 1996 cohort; 
• 63 university students from a 1997 pre cohort (completed the 
questionnaire prior to the commencement ofthe module) and 58 
students in the 1997 post questionnaire (completed the same 
questionnaire at the end of the module with a summative evaluation 
form); and 
• 17 graduate teachers from the 1997 cohort who reassessed their 
attitudes in 1998. 
Before the module, university students in both cohorts had just completed 
either a major long-term (I 0-week duration) or some type ofteaching 
practice (e.g., 2-week duration). 
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The 1997 cohort were sent a letter of consent to be willing participants in 
the present research in 1998. The participants' addresses were obtained 
from the university. A total number of90 student names were listed from 
the 1997 cohort. This did not correspond with the 63 university students' 
questionnaires received for analysis from the lecturers (in the pre stage and 
58 collected from the post 1997 stage). This was due to two classes running 
within the one module. The 63 questionnaires received came from one class 
(cohort) and it is this class that the present research was based upon. The 
university students who, once graduated, were willing to be followed 
through as practising teachers were named as the 1998 cohort (n=l7) 
throughout this study. Within the time frame it was not possible to trace the 
1996 cohort. 
Lecturers in module- planning and implementation. 
Lecturers, Mrs Lesley Newhouse-Maiden, in conjunction with her colleague 
Mrs Janet Williams, had developed and modified this module since 1984. 
The teaching and learning adopted in the module, Catering for High Ability 
(Gifted and Talellled} Students, was based on the Renzulli Enrichment Triad 
(Renzulli, 1977); Adams & Wallace's (1990) research based on Vygotskian 
principles and Maker's (1982) conception of differentiating curriculum for 
the gifted (see Appendix C). Overall the module "evolved from the 
'collective wisdom' of experts in gifted education; and from the lecturers' 
extensive practical and academic involvement in the field since the late 
1970's" (Newhouse-Maiden & Williams, 1994, p.l09). 
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Instruments 
The summary ofthe type of information gathered from the two cohorts from 
1996 to 1998 is summarised in Table 5.1. 
Table 5.1. 
Summary of Information Administered to the 1996, 1997 and 1998 Cohorts. 
1996 COHORT 
During module: Gagne and 
Nadeau (1991) questionnaire 
Demographic information sheet 
(consisting of 4 questions) 
Attitude Questionnaire 
1997COHORT 
(which leads to 1998 willing participants) 
Pre module: Gagne and Nadeau (1991) 
questionnaire 
Post module: Gagne and Nadeau (1991) 
questionnaire 
Demographic infonnation sheet (consisting of 
5 questions) 
Course summative evaluation fonn (consisting 
of22 questions) 
1998 Post: Gagne and Nadeau (1991) 
questionnaire from willing participants as 
graduate teachers in 1998 
The instrument used to measure attitudes was the 34-item questionnaire 
developed by Gagne and Nadeau (1991), as described earlier in Chapter 3 
and subsequently referred to in the data interpretation in Chapter 6 and in 
the final discussion, Chapter 7. 
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It was also important to define the societal context in which the present 
study took place, as the chosen questionnaire required careful interpretations 
from one societal context to another (Newhouse-Maiden & Williams, 1996). 
In the present research in the context of Western Australia, the university 
students' attitudes, as measured by the questionnaire, were gathered, 
clustered and analysed. They were organised as participants in a pre (named 
_1997 pre cohort) and post module (named 1997 post cohort) on gifted 
education and as practising teachers (1998 cohort). This follow up for the 
1997 cohort helped contribute to the verification and validation of 
consistency of the findings obtained ftom the pre attitude scale. 
Data then was gathered using the Gagne-Nadeau inventory as a pre (1997 
pre cohort), post (1997 post cohort), and 1998 cohorts' attitudes 
questionnaire. The questionnaire administered during the module at the 
university for the 1997 cohort had a summative module evaluation attached. 
Some important demographic information was also outlined in the present 
research to support the questionnaire findings (see Table 5.1). 
Demographic Information Gathering 
The 1996 cohort completed a demographic sheet consisting of 4 questions 
(see Appendix D) and the 1997 cohort completed a demographic sheet 
consisting of 5 questions attached to the pre module attitude questionnaire 
(see Appendix E). 
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S.ummative evalu~tion form 
In addition to the demographic information collected and analysed, a 
summative evaluation form (see Appendix F) provided further important 
qualitative data. The summative evaluation fOrm consisted of22 questions, 
attached to the post module attitude questionnaire, was given to the 1997 
cohort. Questions I to 16 of the summative evaluation form used a 4-point 
Likert Scale, of"strongly agree" to "strongly disagree". Questions 17 to 22 
required short written answers. 
Design of present study in the Western Australian context (1996-1998) 
The Gagne-Nadeau attitude questionnaire (see Appendix A), as a 
quantitative form of evaluation, was introduced to the lecturers by the 
researcher, through her training with Professor Gross and Professor Gagne 
at The University of New South Wales. The questionnaire was 
administered to university students and a comparison of both the 1996 and 
\997 cohort's rango and means was tabled and summarised. Relevance to 
age, gender, school type, '"d other demographic data collected is outlined 
for the purpose of future research directions. 
Students also completed a demographic information (see Appendices D and 
E) and the 1997 cohort completed a summative evaluation form as a 
qualitative form of evaluation (See Appendix F). By invitation from the 
lecturers, the researcher refined and analysed the demographic form in \997, 
as she was deemed to have considerable practical experience with gifted 
students (see Appendix E). Due to the researcher's fulltime, working 
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commitments, the university lecturers. Mrs Lesley Newhouse Maiden, and 
Mrs Janet Williams administered the evaluation sheet and questionnaires to 
the university students in 1996 and 1997. As with the questionnaires, the 
university module's summative evaluations were scored and analysed 
comparatively and collectively by the researcher and were subject to strict 
confidentiality. Analysis of both cohorts' quantitative and qualitative 
responses enriched the data, its validity and interpretive power. 
Amendment to summative evaluation form 
Demographic and personal questions preceding the Gagne-Nadeau 
questionnaire, were added for the 1997 cohort to contextualise it for the 
Australian situation, in particular, Western Australia, and to gain an overal1 
antecedent that might have affected the attitude ofthe 1997 cohort of 
participants towards the gifted (see Appendix E). The researcher amended 
the summative evaluation form by inclusion of additional questions so that it 
was aligned more closely with the Education Department's most recent 
directions regarding policy and practice in gifted education: 
(a) Are you aware of gifted and talented state policy? 
(b) Did your school have a policy on gifted and talented 
students? 
(c) Did you see or use a TAGS professional development tile on 
gifted and talented students. 
Procedure 
As stated, the researcher initially introduced the lecturers to the attitude 
questionnaire in 1996 (from her experience completing a Certificate of 
Gifted Education at The University of New South Wales) and she also 
refined the 1997 summative evaluation form. Next, the literature was 
reviewed in regards to the attitudes of teachers towards the education of 
gifted and talented students, using the Gagne-Nadeau's type of attitudes as a 
focus. An historical overview ofEDW A in particular was examined in 
regards to the policies and practices of the Education Department of 
Western Australia. This helped to identify the role EDW A has played in 
providing for gifted and talented students. 
Collectively, these reviews provided an overview of current research in 
teacher attitudes and the context in which the data of the present study was 
presented and analysed. Consequently, this enabled the relationship 
between theory, current research, policy, and practice to be described in 
context. 
The 1997 cohort, who in 1998 were practising teachers (new graduates), 
were sent the Gagne-Nadeau questionnaire in a self-addressed stamp 
envelope. Ethical clearance was obtained prior to posting; an explanatory 
covering letter had been included (See Appendix G). 
Once all data was collected and most recent data returned hy mail in 19'!~-
1999, the data was analysed descriptively to identify overall trends and 
attitudinal changes. 
The steps in the data analysis were: 
a) Each cohort was scored according to the attitudinal items in each section 
of the questionnaire. The sections were: 
A Needs and Support (Needs of gifted children and support for 
special services). 
B Level of Opposition (Objections based on ideology and 
priorities). 
C Social value (Social usefulness of gifted persons in society). 
D Rejection (Isolation of gifted persons by others in the immediate 
environment). 
E Ability Grouping (Attitudes towards special homogenous groups, 
classes, schools). 
F School Acceleration (Attitudes toward accelerative enrichment). 
b) Each statement was read to see if the attitudes were positive, 
negative or ambivalent. The authors ofthe questionnaire, GagnC-
Nadeau (1994), suggested the use of mean scores instead ofiotals 
because of their direct relationship with the Likert Scale descriptors and 
because there were no norms. This study followed the authors' 
guidelines i.e., means of 4.00 and above indicate a very positive attitude 
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wh!!e means 2.00 and below usually indicate a very negative attitude. 
Scores between 2.75 and 3.25 indicate an ambivalent attitude. 
c). To ascertain pre and post changes in attitudes for the 1997 cohort, the 
data was analysed using repeated measures t-tests (dependent t-tests) to 
detennine if there was a difference between pre and post attitudes of the 
1997 cohort. T-tests are considered robust, especially when n is large (30+). 
The present study had robust groups (n>50). T -tests were conducted with a 
95% confidence interval 
Before conducting t -tests, the assumptions of normality and homogeneity of 
variance were tested respectively, for mean scores in the 1997, pre and post 
cohorts. The Lilliefors statistic (Bryman & Cramer, 1996) had a level of 
significance greater than 0.05 in all sections therefore normality was 
assumed for all groups. The Levene Test for Equality of Variances was 
calculated and also had significance levels greater than 0.05, therefore all 
groups were assumed to have equal variances. 
Gagne and Nadeau prevented acquiescence by ordering positive and 
negative items in their attitudinal questionnaire. Answers to certain items in 
section B, C, E, and F were inverted. The total of section B was also 
inverted for the total score to be correctly interpreted (Gagne, 1991 ). 
Overall, the measures of central tendency were demonstrated in tables with 
reference to means, standard deviations, and !-tests that allowed for 
relationships between a selection of variables to be identified. 
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All the means could take values from 1.00 to 5.00. Similarly, the 
researcher calculated the total sums.ofall sections (with a possible range 
from 34 to 170). Missing case/values were assigned zero as supported by 
Bryman and Cramer ( 1996). The 1996 and 1998 cohorts were more 
diligent in completing the questionnaire than the 1997 cohort as there 
were no missing case/values that were assigned zero. 
(d) Cronbach's Alpha was used to analyse the reliability of the 
instrument (questionnaire). The results from 1996 were used as this 
cohort had the highest number of respondents, thus the most information. 
The SPSS statistical package was used to calculate the quantitative 
statistics. 
(e) Quantitative and qualitative analysis of the demographic information 
and the summative evaluation form was analysed in relation to the 
research questions. Demographic information and summative evaluation 
forms were measured quantitatively and qualitatively. The demographic 
questions allowed for the identification of the possible interrelationship 
between theory and attitudes. 
The independent variables, age, gender and school type, were analysed to 
see whether there were any significant differences. The variable groups 
were: 
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• Age, (I) 19-25 years of age versus (2) 26 years- and over 
• Gender, (I) male versus (2) female 
• School type, practicum placement at a (I) government school versus 
(2) non government school. 
Each variable had only 2 groups/levels, therefore, independent !-tests 
were run. With the exception of school type, where a non parametric 
equivalent of a !-test, the Mann-Whitney U Test, was used. 
(d) The summative evaluation responses were used to ascertain further 
indicators of attitudes towards the gifted and the need for education. 
Both were used in conjunction with the Gagne-Nadeau questionnaire. 
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CHAPTER SIX 
DATA ANALYSIS OF UNIVERSITY STUDENTS' ATTITUDES 
TOWARDS THE GIFTED AND THEIR EDUCATION 
Outline of this Chapter 
This chapter describes the analysis of the 246 questionnaire responses 
pertaining to the attitudinal items in each of the six sections of the Gagne-
Nadeau questionnaire. It also considers the research questions and the use 
of qualitative data as corroborating evidence. 
The researcher began with a quantitative analysis of items in the Gagne & 
Nadeau (1991) attitude questionnaire to interpretthe strength of university 
students' attitudes towards the gifted and their education. 
Next the researcher analysed the demographic and the summative evaluation 
information, quantitatively and qualitatively, to ascertain further indicators 
of attitudes towards the gifted and the need for education. Both were used 
in conjunction with the Gagne-Nadeau questionnaire. 
Participants' attitudes, in accordance with the GagnC-Nadeau 
Questionnaire 
The participants' attitudes towards the gifted, and gifted provision, using the 
attitudes identified in the Gagne-Nadeau Questionnaire were next analysed. 
Their attitudes to each statement were clustered according to the Gagne-
Nadeau questionnaire which were as follows: 
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A Needs and Support (Needs of gifted children and support for 
special services). 
B Level of Opposition (Objections based on ideology and 
priorities). 
C Social value (Social usefulness of gifted persons in society). 
0 Rejection (Isolation of gifted persons by others in the 
immediate environment). 
E Ability Grouping (Attitudes towards special homogenous 
groups, classes, schools). 
F School Acceleration (Attitudes toward accelerative 
enrichment). 
("Titles of Sections" as found on the scoring sheet, see Appendix H). 
Table 6. I highlights the grouped mean responses and standard deviations for 
each section of the questionnaire. 
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Table 6.1 
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations for the 1996. Pre and Post 1997 and 
1998 Cohorts in Each Section of the GagnC-Nadcau Attitude Questionnaire. 
Cohorts 
I 996 1997 1997 1998 
Pre Post Post 
Sections X SD X SD X SD X SD 
A 3.83 .60 3.53 1.05 3.02 1.65 3.62 Ji2 
B 3.32 .55 2.98 .84 2.46 1.32 3.24 .65 
c 3.44 .58 3.t8 .92 2.75 I..J9 3.37 .45 
D 3.01 .80 2.99 1.04 2.48 1.43 2.56 .60 
E 2.80 .n 2.46 .76 2.07 1.27 2.91 .76 
F 3.09 .62 2.77 .86 2.34 1.38 3.08 .64 
TOTAL 3.33 .34 3.03 .65 2.52 1.40 3.22 .39 
For analysis and interpretation of Table 6.1, the strengths of the students' 
responses for each section (as identified by section A, B, C, DE, and F) 
were analysed separately, and for each cohort. 
A. Needs and Support (needs of gifted children and support for special 
services). 
The items in Section A dealt with attitudes towards the needs of the gifted 
(i.e., item 32), and the level of support for special provision for the gifted 
(i.e., item 1). See also the literature review, Chapter 2, for research on the 
needs and support for the gifted. 
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This section pertained to items I, 9, II, 14, I 5, 24, 30, and 32 of the 
questionnaire. Specifically: 
Item I: Our .~elmo/.~ .'lium/d t!ffer .'ipecial educational .'iervice.'ifiJr !he 
g!fied 
Item 9: Gifted children are often bored in school. 
Item // :17w gifted wa.,·te their time in re/.,"11/ar cla.\',\'es. 
Item J.l: /'he .\]Jecific: educalionalneed"; of the gifted are too tiflen 
ignored in our schools. 
Item I 5: 11w gifted need special allen/ion in order to fully develop 
their talems. 
Item 2-1: In order to progress. a .\·ociety must develop the talents of 
gi_fied individuals to a maximum. 
Item 30: Since we invest supplementary fimdsfor children with 
difficulties, we should do the same for the gifted 
Item 32: lhe regular school program stifles the intellectual curiosity 
of gifted children. 
The majority of university students responses indicated that gifted students 
'gifts' are often not maximised to their full potential (I 996 cohort, X =3.83, 
SD = .60 and the 1998 cohort,X= 3.62, SD = .62). 
However, the university students in the 1997 post cohort when re-
administered the attitude questionnaire, did not demonstrate the same 
positive attitudes. Their attitudes towards the needs of gifted children and 
the support for special services changed from positive (X= 3.53, SD = 1.05) 
to ambivalent (X= 3.02, SD = 1.65). Analysis of this change using a 
dependent t-test indicated there was not a significant difference between pre 
and post attitudes, 1(58)=1.77, j£0.05. 
B. Levels of opposition (objections based on ideology and priorities). 
This section focussed upon the level of opposition based on ideologies and 
priorities, e.g., elitist attitudes towards the gifted (see Chapter 2). 
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This section pertained to items 3, 4, 5, I 2, 16, 18, 23, 26, 27, and 28 of the 
questionnaire which specifically were: 
Item 3: Children with d!{fiwltie.\' have the most need '!f.lpecial 
educational sert1ices. 
Item .f: Special programsfor gifted children have the drawback '!f 
creating elitism. 
Item 5. Special educational services for I he gifted are mark qf 
privilege. 
Item 12. We ha\'e a greater moral responsibility tp give ,\pec.:ial help 
to children with d!ffkulties than to g(fted children 
Item /6. Our schools are already adequate in meeting the need'i rif 
the gifted. 
Item 18. II is parents who have the major responsibilityfor helping 
gifted children develop their /a/ems. 
Item 2 3. The gifted are already favoured in our school•. 
Item 26. Tax-payers should not have to pay for special education 
for the minority of children who are gifted. 
Item 27. Average children are the major resource of our society; so 
they should be the focus of mrr allen/ion. 
Item 28. Gifted children might become vain or egotistical if they are 
given special attention. 
The student teacher responses to all of these items were inverted. 
The 1996 cohort's mean (see Table 6.1) suggested a slightly positive 
attitude overall (X= 3.32, ~=.55). The 1998 cohort attitudes were similar 
and indicated an overall ambivalent (to slightly positive) attitude (M 3.24, 
SD=.65) towards ideologies and priorities for the gifted 
The 1997 pre and post cohorts' means were analysed to ascertain if there 
was a difference between attitudes from the beginning of the module and at 
the end. A dependent I test was computed and the analysis indicated a 
significant difference between the pre and post attitudes, 1(58)=2.33, n<.05. 
Attitudes changed from ambivalent (X= 2.98, SD = .84) to negative (X= 
2.46, SD = 1.32). 
5.6 
C. Social value (social usefulness of gifted persons in societyj 
These attitudes focussed on the social value of the gifted (e.g., that the gifted 
are the leaders of tomorrow and are a valuable resource for our society. See 
also Chapter 2. 
Section C pertained to items 13, 17, 25 and 33 of the questionnaire. Item 25 
was the only item inverted. The specific questions were: 
Item 13. Gifted persons are a valuable resource for our society. 
Item I 7. I would very much like to he considered a gifted person. 
Item 25. By offering special educational services to the gifted we 
prepare the future members of a dominant cla.\:'i. 
Item 33. The leaders of tomorrow's society will come mostly from 
the gifted of today. 
The I 996 cohort held the most positive attitudes towards acknowledging the 
gifted of today are perhaps the leaders of tomorrow and that they are a 
valuable, societal resource (X= 3.44, SD =.58). The 1998 cohort (n=I7), 
now as practising teachers, held positive attitudes towards the social value 
of the gifted (X= 3.37, SD = .45). 
At the commencement of the university module, the 1997 pre cohort's 
attitudes overall were ambivalent (X= 3.18, SD = .92). At the completion of 
the module the attitudes had changed (X=2. 75, SD=l.49). A dependent I 
test was computed, however this change was not significant, /(58)=1.72, 
Further analysis of Section C included the breakdown of item 17 to 
ascertain if participants in each cohort would like to be considered a gifted 
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person. Table 6.2 indicated most participants responded in the affirmative 
(see Chapter 6),though the 1998 cohort were ambivalent. This analysis of 
this item outlined the tension between the environmental and intrapersonal 
catalysts of Gagne's model (see Chapter I) and the researcher's theoretical 
framework (see Chapter 4). The analysis of this item is discussed in 
Chapter 7. 
Table 6.2 
Mean Responses to Considering Themselves as a Gifted Person (Item 17) 
1996 1997 Pre 1997 Post 1998 
X 3.44 3.43 3.36 3.05 
N=171 
D. Rejection (isolation of gifted persons by others in the immediate 
environment). 
The issue of rejection of the gifted by other students, teachers and the envy 
of others was examined in this section (see Chapter 2). This section 
pertained to items 19, 22, and 31 of the questionnaire; no items were 
inverted. The three items for Section D were specifically: 
Item 19. A child who had been identified as gifted has more difficulty 
in making friends. 
Item 22. Some teachers feel their authority threatened by gifted 
individuals. 
Item 31. Often, gifted children are rejected because people are 
envious of them. 
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The overall 1996 cohort's attitudes were ambivalent (X= 3.01, SD = .80) 
towards the issue of rejection. 
At the commencement of the university module, the 1997 pre cohort like the 
1996 cohort, held ambivalent attitudes towards the rejection and isolation of 
the gifted by others and the school program (X=2.99, SD=I.04). However, 
the 1997 post cohort's attitvdes changed by the completion of the university 
module. A dependent I test indicated this change was significant, 
1(58)=2.31, n=0.025. The attitude for the 1997 post cohort decreased from 
ambivalent at the start of the module to negatively held attitudes (X=2.48, 
SD=1.43) by the end of the module. 
Furthermore, similar to the 1997 cohort, the 1998 cohort, now as practising 
teachers, also did not support the attitudes that gifted children have more 
difficulty in making friends, that some teachers feel their authority is 
threatened by gifted children, and that the gifted are rejected because people 
are envious ofthem (X= 2.56, SD=.60). 
E. Ability grouning (attitudes toward snecialnrovision, homogenous 
grouns, classes, and schools). 
Attitudes towards ability grouping of students, maintaining gifted students 
in the regular classroom or providing special classes or schools, were 
explored in this section (see Chapter 2). 
This section specifically pertained to items 2, 6, 20, and 21 of the 
questionnaire which were: 
Item 2. The best way to meet the need1· of the gifted is to put them in 
special classes. 
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Item 6. When the g{fted are put in.vJecial classe.\·, the other children 
feel devalued. 
Item 20. Gifted children ,'ihould he left in rei,Tttlar classes, since they 
serve as an intellectual stimulant {or the other children. 
Item 21. By separating studell/s into g{fted and other groups, we 
increase the labelling of children as strong-weak, good-less good, 
etc. 
Responses to items 6, 20, and 21 were inverted. 
Overall, the 1996 cohort (X~ 2.80, SD ~ .74) and the 1998 cohorts' (X~ 
2.91, SD ~ .76) reacted ambivalently towards special provision, such as 
ability grouping, for the gifted. 
From the 1997 cohort, this section elicited negative attitudes towards the 
value of separating gifted students from the mainstream. The findings 
indicated the university students maintained negative attitudes towards 
support for placing the gifted in special classes as the best way to meet their 
needs (pre, x~ 2.46, SD = .76 and post, X= 2.07, SD ~ 1.27). There was 
not a significant difference between the pre and post university students' 
attitudes, !(58)~1.74, !!>.OS. 
F. School acceleration (attitudes towards accelerative enrichment). 
The attitudinal responses towards the effects of acceleration (such as social 
adjustment of the gifted, and parent pressure when a child may be child 
accelerated) were e>.amined in Section F. Acceleration was defined in 
Chapter 2. 
This section pertained to items 7, 8, 10, 29 and 34 of the questionnaire, 
namely: 
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Item 7. Most g!fted children who skip a grade have difficulties in 
their social m!justmeut to a group of older sludent.\', 
Item 8. It is more damaging for a gifled child to waste time in class 
than to adapt to skipping a grade. 
Item /0. Children who skip a J.rl'ade are usually pressured to do so 
hy /heir parents. 
Item 29. When skipping a grade, g(fted ,.,·Judents miss important 
idea.,· (they have "hole,,·'' in their knowledge). 
Item 34. A greater number <!f gifted children should he allowed to 
skip a grade. 
Items 7, 10, and 29 were inverted. 
Overall, the 1996 cohort attitudes were ambivalent (X~ 3.09, SD = .62) 
towards acceleration as a method of catering for gifted students. 
The attitudes towards acceleration were ambivalent at the commencement of 
the module (X~ 2. 77, SO~ .86) for the 1997 cohort. However, negative 
attitudes were held towards acceleration when the university students had 
completed the module on gifted education (X= 2.34, SD = 1.38). At-test 
indicated this change was not significant change, 1(58)~1.90, n>.OS. 
The attitudes of the now practising teachers in the 1998 cohort remained 
ambivalent (X~ 3.08, SD = .64) towards accelerative enrichment. 
Summary of questionnaire findings: The collective attitudes towards the 
needs of and nrovision for the gifted by university students from the 1996, 
1997 and 1998 cohorts. 
The means of responses to all items in sections A, B, C, D, E and F of the 
questionnaire for each cohort were analysed to ascertain a collective, 
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general attitude towards the needs of and provision for the gifted by the 
university students and the now practising teachers (n= 17). 
The attitudes of university students were compared, as Table 6.1 
demonstrated. There was some evidence of a short-term effect of the 
university module influencing some cohorts' attitudes (particularly in 
Sections A, C, E and F of the attitude questionnaire), although was not an 
overall positive effect . The pre and post 1997 cohort declined significantly 
in their attitudes towards the gifted in Section B and D. The other sections 
(A, C, E and F) of the questionnaire indicated a decline in attitudes but it 
was not significant. 
Specifically, the overall attitudes (total) about the needs of the gifted and the 
provision for the gifted were ambivalent at the commencement of the 
module (X= 3.03, S1L = .65) compared to an overall negative attitude held 
by the university students at the completion of the module on gifted 
education (A= 2. 52, SD = 1.40). This change was significant between the 
pre and post attitudes, 1(58)=2.31, n<.OS. 
The 1998 cohort effect was more positive as was the collective attitude of 
the 1996 cohort attitudes' (X= 3.33, SD = .34). 
The reliability of the instrument 
The reliability of the instrument was analysed using Cronbach's alpha. The 
results from 1996 were used as this had the highest number of respondents, 
thus more information. 
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Results indicted that all items have low corrected item-total correlation and 
squared multiple correlations. The Cronbach's alpha for the overall scale 
was only .3846. 
Analysis of the qualitative data 
Data was analysed in relation to the demographic information and the 
students' summative evaluation of the gifted module. 
Demographic Information: Factors contributing to university students' 
attitudes towards the gifted. 
The 1996 and 1997 (pre) cohorts had completed a teaching practice before 
commencing the university module on gifted education. After completing 
their practice, both cohorts were administered the Gagne-Nadeau 
questionnaire during the university module and completed some 
demographic information. Additionally, the 1997 cohort also completed a 
summative evaluation form (see Table 5.1 and appendices D, E, and F). 
This additional information allowed for more powerful interpretations to be 
made. 
Additional quantitative and qualitative demographic data were analysed in 
order to ascertain whether other factors contributed to shaping university 
students' attitudes towards the gifted. A number of common factors were 
identified. These factors included: 
1. gender 
2. age 
3. major subject teaching area 
4. school type (type of teaching practice most recently 
completed). 
Findings of these factors are presented in Tables 6.3 and 6.4. 
Gender 
The participants in the present study were predominately female (n= II 0) 
from both the 1996 and 1997 cohorts. In the 1996 cohort (n=I08), the 
frequency of males (n~40) was less than the females (n=68). In the 1997 
cohort the frequency of males (n=18) was also considerably less than the 
females (n42). Table 6.3 highlights the distribution of gender between the 
1996 aod 1997 cohorts. 
Table 6.3 
Gender and Age Distribution of the 1996 and 1997* cohorts 
Gender Age 
Cohort M F NR 19-25 25+ NR 
1996 35.2% 55.55% 9.25% 65% 26% 9% 
1997* 28'io 67% 5% 65% 33% 2% 
M - male; F - female; NR ~ no response. 
* data taken from the 1997 pre cohort 
Note: 
Demographic information was not gathered for the 1998 cohort. The 
purpose of the present research was to ascertain whether any attitudinal 
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changes occurred with the univr!rsity students due to their participation in a 
university module on gifted education. 
An independent t-test was computed on the mean responses between males 
and females for the 1996 cohort. Assumptions of homogeneity of variance 
were met. There was no significant difference, !(70)=.605, p>.05. 
An independent t-test was computed on the mean responses for the 1997 pre 
cohort. Assumptions of homogeneity of variance were met, however, 
assumptions of nonnality were violated due to an outlying case. This case 
was recoded with the group mean and normality tests repeated. The data 
was found to be normally distributed. No significant difference between 
males and females was found, !(53)=1.40, p>.05. 
An independent t-test was computed on the mean responses for the 1997 
post cohort. Assumptions of homogeneity of variance and normality were 
met. There was no significant difference between males and females, 
t(58)=1.51, p>.05. 
Age 
The participants for the present study were in two age groups: group one, 
19-25 years of age and group two, 25+ years of age. Both the 1996 cohort 
(n=108) and 1997 cohort (n=63) consisted of more university students in 
group one age range, 19-25 years of age (65% for each cohort). 
Additionally, the 1996 cohort had more students from the over 25 years of 
age group (n=35), compared to the 1997 cohort (n=20). 
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An independent t-test was computed on the mean responses for age for the 
1996 post cohort. Assumptions of homogeneity of variance and normality 
were met. There was no significant difference between males and females, 
1(100)=1.47, p>.05. 
An independent t-test was computed on the mean responses for age for the 
1997 pre cohort. Assumptions of homogeneity of variance were met, 
however, assumptions of normality were violated due to an outlying case. 
This case was receded with the group mean and normality tests repeated. 
The data was found to be normally distributed. No significant difference 
between the age groups was found, 1(53)=.27, p>.05. 
An independent t-test was computed on the mean responses for age for the 
1997 post cohort. Assumptions of homogeneity of variance and normality 
were met. There was no significant difference between males and females, 
1(56)=1.37, p>.OS. 
Table 6.4 shows the attitudes of females decreased, whereas males did not. 
At-test examined the difference between the female pre and post groups and 
found no significant difference, t (57)=1.78, p>.OS. 
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Table 6.4 
Means and Standard Deviations for the Variable Age 
Age 
19-25 26+ 
X SD X SD 
1996 Post 3.37 .35 3.26 .32 
1997 Pre 3.18 .31 3.16 .21 
Post 3.17 .30 3.05 .36 
Major Subject Teaching Areas. 
The university students specialised in a variety of learning/subject areas at 
university (see Appendix 1). Health and Physical Education was the most 
common teaching area for both the 1996 cohort (16.6%) and the 1997 
cohort (22.2%). Due to inadequate and incomplete data collected no 
quantitative analysis was conducted in this area. 
However, the qualitative data suggested the Drama students performed 
'differently' to other university students. For example other students 
commented that, "The groups that spent every week talking up the back or 
among themselves (particularly Drama Majors) should have marks taken off 
their final assignment for being completely rude over this semester". 
Another student teacher observed: "A large no. of presentations were a 
display of 'wayout' behaviours that would be unrealistic in a clroom 
application. C/room std's [sic] would be uncooperative with some of the 
Drama type presentation methods." 
The researcher analysed specifically the university students from the 1997 
cohort whom indicated Drama was a major or minor subject area at 
university. The Drama students consisted of 12 students, 10 female, and 2 
males all in the 19 to 25 age group. The collective attitude of all Drama 
major/minor students highlighted an overall positive attitude ( 1996 cohort, 
X= 3.37; 1997 cohort, X= 3.32) towards the gifted and their education. 
Analysis of professional practice and personal involvement in a gifted 
program 
The two common demographic questions common to both cohorts were: 
I. Did your ATP school make any form of provision for the bright 
students? Please specify. (Ql 1996 see Appendix D; Q2 1997, see 
Appendix E) 
2. [As a student] Were you involved in any form of special program to 
develop your personal talents/gifts? Please specify. [1997 cohort 
addition only] (Q2 1996 see Appendix D; Q3 1997, see Appendix 
E). 
Table 6.5 highlights the percentage findings of each question. There was a 
notable difference in question one between the cohorts. More university 
students from the 1996 cohort (50%) noted their practice school did provide 
for the gifted compared to the 1997 post cohort (28.5%). Both the 1996 and 
1997 post cohorts specified a variety offorms of provision. The 1996 
cohort identified many more types of provision for the gifted such as the 
Advanced Education Program (A.E.P), music camps, streaming/ability 
grouping, sponsorship of a gifted program, special support teacher 
programs, Academic Achievers Club, Secondary Extension and Challenge 
(S.E.A.C) groups, and competitions outside of school. 
Table 6.5 
Involvement in Gifted Program, Personall~ and Professional!~ (on Practice). 
Ql Q2 
Response Yes No NR Yes No NR 
1996 50% 30% 20% 31.5% 50'% 18.5% 
I997 28.5% 71.5% 0% 32% 68% 0% 
The majority of university students had not been involved in any form of 
special provision themselves for the gifted as younger students, the I 996 
(50%) and 1997 (68%) cohorts respectively. Those that were involved in a 
gifted program as a younger student mentioned types of provision as 
P.E.A.C (see Chapter I) and many music and/or physical education type 
programs. Interestingly, even though the majority of university students 
were not identified as gifted when they were young or participated in any 
gifted program, now as adults, they would like to be considered as a gifted 
person (see also Table 6.2). This is in relation to item 17 of the 




The 1997 cohort was asked additional demographic information about the 
type of practice that they had just completed and the system in which they 
were involved (i.e., government or non-government school). 82.5% 
university students in 1997 cohort had just completed an advanced teaching 
practice (10 weeks); 9.5% university students had completed another type of 
practice (i.e., 2 week x 2) and 8% of the university students did not state in 
which type of practice they were involved. 
In view ofthe unequal sample sizes with the variable 'school type' (a 
majority of students participated at Government schools), a Mann-Whitney 
non-parametric test was conducted on the mean responses. With correction 
for ties and z-scores conversion, the results indicate no significant difference 
in attitudes between Government and Non Government school groups for 
the 1997 pre cohort, z=.SO, p>.05, and the 1997 post cohort, z=.25, p>.OS. 
In addition, the 1997 cohort were asked the following demographic 
questions (see Appendix E and Table 6.6): 
A) Are you aware of gifted and talented state policy? 
Yes No 





C) Did you see or use a TAGS professional development file on 
gifted or talented students? 
Yes No 
Table 6.6 
Additional Demographic Information from the 1997 Cohort 
Question A% B% C% 
Yes 16 30 87 
No 84 49 II 
Did no state 0 2I 2 
The majority of students from the 1997 cohort were not aware ofEDWA's 
gifted and talented policy even though they had just completed a university 
module on gifted education. However, EDWA's professional development 
resource, Teaching TAGS File, was sighted and/or used on their practice by 
the majority of the I997 cohort. This resource was used in the university 
module and cited in their research assignments. Additionally, whilst on 
practice, nearly half of the 1997 cohort (49"/o) did not sight a gifted and 
talented school-based policy at their practice school. 
Summative evaluation: Analysis of the summative evaluation response to 
the gifted education module at the university 
The I 997 post cohort also submitted a summative evaluation form of the 
university module, EDU 3600, Catering for High Ability {Gifted and 
Talented) Students (see Appendix C). 58 summative evaluations were 
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received out of the 63 possible returns. The summative evaluation form 
consisted of a Likert Scale for 16 questions (see responses in Figure 6. I) 
and 5 short answer questions. 
The lecturers prevented acquiescence by ordering positive and negative 
items. Question 8 (58.5%), 9 (64%) and 14 (82%) were the negative items 
and it was anticipated the responses would be in the disagree or strongly 
disagree categories if the module was deemed to be effective by students. 
Figure 6.1 
Percentage ofResponses from Q1 to Ql6 from the 
SummativeEvaluation 
Question 











Some of the findings of the summative evaluation form were quantified: 
• 52% agreed that the knowledge and examination of the TAGS File 
contributed to their learning. 5% did not state an opinion, leaving 
43% who did not believe the TAGS file contributed to their learning. 
• 93% of the university students agreed the module content was 
consistent with their prior knowledge. 
11 95% agreed or strongly agreed that tile module's objectives were met 
and that the module had increased the univl!rsity students' interest in 
catering for high ability students. 
Overall, the university students answered all questions with a positive 
response. Their self- evaluation contradicts the quantitative information that 
indicated the module was not effective in changing attitudes positively 
towards the gifted and their education. 
The short written questions, Questions 17 to 22, from the summative 
evaluation form were also analysed. Overall, favourable attitudes were 
indicated from their responses that the 1997 post cohort completed. 
Qualitative findings are analysed and interpreted under each pertinent 
summative question. 
Question 17. Which av1ects f!{ I he module did you find mosl useful? 
Based on the collation and analysis of the university students' responses to 
Question 17 (sec Appendix F), the researcher organised the information into 
four common categories: 
Presentations, 
2 Readings (articles), 
J TAGS and other strategies, and 
4 Awareness. 
These categories were the main aspects university students found useful in 
the module. The students found the most useful section of the module were 
small group presentations (28). One student teacher commented, "the small 
group tutorials gave information in interesting ways'' and another said "the 
research assignment and presenting the tutorial (learning about Renzulli)," 
was the main aspect of the module the student teacher found useful. 
Other university students found the TAGS File and other classroom 
strategies (15) most useful. This was corroborated by student teacher 
comments such as: "looking at the TAGS file," and "discussions about 
teaching strategies to cater for giftedness," as the aspect of the module they 
found most useful. 
Five other university students found the readings most useful. For example, 
one student commented "The texts and handouts. They dealt with the 
subject specifically. This helped due to not having to 'wade' thru [sic] 
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books of unrelated info [sic]". Six other university students were generally 
made more aware of the needs of the gifted. For example, one student 
found that "it provided information on a topic which isn't highly recognised 
in schools. Gave us an insight on what to look for" and they found this 
aspect the most useful part ofthe university module. 
Question 18. Please comment on the Group Assignmem. 
A variety of attitudes were evident in the responses about the effectiveness 
and usefulness of the group assignment. One university student's negative 
comment was "I hate working in groups- other members don't always 
work up to my expectations, only one person in my three years of 
experience in group work was satisfactory". Perfectionism is one common 
trait of giftedness, so the researcher linked this particular student's response 
to Question 17, to ascertain whether he considered himself gifted. The 
student held a ambivalent to negative attitude towards himself(X~2.64). 
Another student's response was less negative: "Presentations would have 
been more beneficial if assigned & presented individually, but still very 
worthwhile." This student was undecided about item 17 from the attitude 
questionnaire and scored an overall ambivalent attitude towards herself 
Q\~2.76). 
However, many found the group assignment a positive experience. For 
example, one student commented: "Having group assignments are really 
good, they allow us to do the work in a good enviromit [sic]- not boring". 
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Another student stated "It was very effective and helped me to undertake 
deeper investigation into the gifted." 
Due to these varying attitudes, the researcher analyzed their responses to 
Question 18 into two main categories for further clarification: 
worthwhile experience/ effective group work- positive attitude 
2 reservations to negative attitude about being a worthwhile 
experience/ about the group work 
These categories were chosen as students either stated clearly a comment, 
negative or positive, about the group work and or whether it was a 
worthwhile experience. Overall, the university students found the group 
work effective and worthwhile with 42 positive comments stated (e.g., 
"Very worthwhile and fun activity. Choosing your own members means 
that you can keep to your own participant area and relate back to your 
major'' and "very effective in helping us to generate creative thinking"). 
In comparison to the positive responses, 17 responses were recorded as 
negative responses or indication of some reservation about the group 
activity. Comments from students included: "It is hard working in a group 
in which one of the group members demands everything their way" and 
from the same student, "Do not do group assignments/presentations. After 
the first three you tune out!!"). 
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The 16 Likert type questions (that was also part of the summative evaluation 
form) also supported this qualitative feedback (see Figure 6. I, QJ2). 91% 
of the 1997 post cohort either agreed or strongly agreed with the use of 
small group assignments. This collaborative attitude also supported the 
principles of the Curriculum Framework (Curriculum Council, 1998). 
Question 19. List some strategies you would employ to cater for high ability 
children in your classroom. 
A number of teaching strategies the university students could employ in 
their future classroom to cater for the gifted were collated and recorded. 
However, the frequency rate for identifying a variety of strategies was low 
as indicated in Figure 6.2. 
Figure 6.2 
Frequency of Responses by 1997 Cohort to IdentifYing Different 
Classroom Strategies (Question 19) 
!·.··········· 
2 3 4+ 
Number of Strategies 
loTotall 
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Figure 6.2 indicated that most students recorded only an average of two 
strategies. However, the university students collectively identified a number 
of different strategies (see below), the most salient being creativity, problem 
solving and group work. Some patterns emerged which the researcher 
sorted into ten main categories, linking where possible to the content of the 
module (see Appendix C): 
I Creativity 12 
2 Problem Solving (including real life situations) 14 
3 Group work (including ability grouping) 17 
4 Open ended tasks 6 
5 Compacted Curriculum 6 
6 Specifically stated models/programs 6 
7 Individual work 5 
8 Awareness raising 3 
9 Presentations (including environment) 6 
10 Other strategies 19 
Question 20. How could the module be improved? 
A variety of suggestions were given by the university students on how the 
university module could be improved (see Appendix F). For easier 
reference, six main categories were used, with the number of responses 
indicated in the brackets: 
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1 Theory (3). 
2 Exam Conditions (6). 
3 Lecturers and lectures (5). 
4 Time (12). 
5 Presentations (8). 
6 Other (3). 
!. Theory. Two university students wanted more theory in the module 
and one novice wanted "less theory and more applications". 
2. Exam Conditions. Six university students were concerned in some 
way about the exam. One such comment that reflects !hls concern 
was: "Let students know the unit is examinable from the start." 
3. Lecturers. Two university students commented on the level of input 
from the lecturers, i.e., "More input from lecturers" and three "would 
have liked a smaller class size with the lecturer as a facilitator". 
4. Time. Twelve university students were concerned about some 
aspect of time to do with the module, in particular, the timing of the 
presentations and commented such as "Should be longer than 8 
weeks? Too many presentations in one lecture. Time limits for each 
presentation should be adhered to". 
5. Presentations. Eight university students wanted some change in the 
presentations, with comments such as, "Less talks - some were 
mentally draining and boring". 
6. Other. Three university students gave additional areas of 
improvement: more classroom examples; focus on student outcome 
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items and not to change the module at all: "It was a good unit it 
works well. Why change it" 
Question 21. Are yau willing to be included in a follow-up study next year? 
If yes, please provide name and a contact telephone number. 
The majority of university students were not willing to participate in this 
follow-up study or did not state a response. 58.6% did not complete this 
question i.e., left blank or dash; 29.3% stated 'no' and 12% said 'yes' 
and/or wrote contact details. 
Question 22. Any other comments? 
Majority of students (n=40) left this question blank; seven said 'no' or 'no 
thanks' and eleven provided mostly positive responses (see Appendix F), 
such as, "The unit has motivated me to assist those gifted students that I will 
come across" and "I have enjoyed this unit and have found it a good balance 
between practical and theory." 
Further analysis of question 20 and 22 from the summative evaluation forms 
revealed some students (n=S) felt that many students were disruptive 
throughout the course. One student commented: "More discipline needed 
for noisy students- constant mumbles and chatter are incredibly annoying 
(and infuriating!). Stress to these people that if they're not interested they 
should get out! A much higher level of professionalism is required!" 
The discussion of the q•.•.alitative and quantitative findings and how they 
affect attitudes towards the gifted are discussed in Chapter Seven. 
so 
CHAPTER SEVEN 
DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS 
Outline of this chapter 
The GagnC-Nadeau attitudinal questionnaire, along with the demographic 
and summative evaluation findings, are used as the foci of evidence in 
establishing and/or maintaining attitudes towards the gifted. This evidence 
is used in answering the research questions. A review of the methodology 
was also examined. Limitations about this present study and future research 
recommendations conclude this chapter. 
Discussion of methodology 
In review of the methodology, Begin and Gagne's (1994) eight 
recommendations for future studies were applied to this present research (as 
discussed in Chapter 3). A psychometrically proven "cthude scale was used 
(i.e., Gagne-Nadeau attitude questionnaire, Appendix A). Nadeau had 
tested the instrument's psychometric qualities so this was deemed adequate. 
However, analysing the reliability of this instrument by using Cronbach's 
Alpha, the results suggested that more research is needed for further 
development of this instrument in the Australian context. 
The use ofthe Gagne-Nadeau attitude questionnaire (1991) provided an 
opportunity to evaluate the attitudes of university students towards the 
gifted, provision for the gifted and their perceiv.d value and contribution to 
society. As the data analysis chapter (Chapter 6) highlighted, both 
81 
~-'·-------·•.---·-_.,.,__ .. ,_,;· .. ·-
·'· . 
qualitative and quantitative methods were utilised to enhance the use of the 
GagnC-Nadeau questionnaire. 
Discussion of present study 
The data collected and analysed confirmed the assumption (see Chapter 4) 
that both intrapersonal and environmental catalysts (i.e., lecturers' program) 
played a significant part in forming attitudes, negative and positive, towards 
gifted students in the short tenm, and lead a small group of university 
students to want to develop their own students gifts in the future (medium 
term). 
Discussion on attitudes identified using the Gagne-Nadeau 
questionnaire. 
Overall, university students (N=l71) reported in the present study, held a 
range of attitudes (negative and positive) towards the needs of the gifted and 
their education. Specifically, the 1996 and 1998 cohorts reacted more 
positively in attitudes overall than the 1997 cohort. The data analysis 
indicated that the university students' attitudes varied between sections of 
the Gagne-Nadeau questionnaire and between cohorts. 
Section A of the questionnaire explored the needs of gifted children and the 
support for special services. The majority of responses ( 1996, 1998, 1997 
pre cohorts) indicated that gifted children's 'gifts' are often not maximised 
to their full potential. This can be due to boredom in the regular classroom, 
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and a lack of special educational services for the gifted as suggested by the 
literature review (see Chapter 2). Although the university students attitudes 
at the completion of the module declined, this change was not significant. 
Section B examined objections based on ideology and priorities. The 
findings suggested the module had a negative effect in changing attitudes 
towards the support for the gifted, with more support favoured towards the 
average children and/or children with learning difficulties. The 1996 and 
1998 cohort were similar and generally ambivalent in nature. 
The attitudes towards the social value of the gifted as analysed in Section C 
(see Chapter 6) ranged from ambivalent (1997 cohort) to slightly positive 
(1996 and 1998 cohorts). The module was less positive in forming attitudes 
that favoured the gifted and their social value, however, this decline in 
attitude was not significant. Once the university students graduated, as 
practising teachers (1998 cohort), their attitudes changed and were more 
positive towards the social value of the gifted in our society. 
Section D of the questionnaire examined the isolation of the gifted by others 
in the immediate environment. The findings suggested the module did not 
have a positive influence in shaping attitudes as the attitud, oft he 1997 
cohort declined. This decline was significant and these findings did not 
seem to support the literature reviewed (see Chapter 2) which suggested 
negative attitudes towards the gifted were predominately from educators not 
trained in gifted education (Newland, 1976; Marland Report, 1972). 
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Attitudes towards ability grouping (Section E of the questionnaire) and 
acceleration (Section F) were ambivalent (1996 and 1998 cohorts) to 
negative ( 1997 cohort). Separating gifted students from the mainstream 
and/or using acceleration as a method of catering for the gifted, was not 
valued. Although negative attitudes were held by the university students at 
the completion of the module, the changes were not significant. 
Overall, the findings from the five sections of the questionnaire by the 1997 
cohort decreased in all five sections, with two of these sections were 
significant. This could imply that the module was not as effective in 
positively changing attitudes towards the gifted. 
Therefore, this study demonstrates the continued need for effective 
university training for future teachers so that negative attitudes and 
misconceptions about the gifted are dispelled to allow the gifted the 
opportunity to achieve to their true potential in school. 
Many of the participants' in this study will enter schools with negatively 
held attitudes towards the gifted and their special educational needs. This 
will have consequences for gifted students as "attitudes of teachers toward 
gifted students affect not only the students and their performance but also 
the acceptance and effectiveness of the gifted program and the morale of the 
school as a whole" (Clark, 1992). Additionally, "failure to recognise and 
deal with attitudes resulted in the failure of some gifted programs" 
(Newland, 1976). Gifted students are at educational risk when they are 
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declined the opportunity to reach their potential through negative attitudes 
held by their classroom teachers. 
Discussion on the qualitative findings (demographic information and 
summative evaluation evidence) 
"The pressure of unused potential is a tragedy at both the 
personal and political level of a society" (Gallagher, 1991 ). " 
Gifted students need special educational services (as supported by the 
literature reviewed and the 1996 and 1997 pre cohorts findings). They are 
often bored, intellectually stifled and waste their time in the regular 
classroom. However, these issues can be addressed if the gifted have the 
opportunity to achieve to their true potential by schools' providing 
challenging and rigorous curriculum using appropriate classroom strategies 
(see Chapter 2). This was also supported by Feldhusen & Kroll (1991). 
However, 71.5% of the 1997 cohort did not sight any forcn of provision for 
the gifted whilst on a I 0 week practice. This is especially concerning since 
EDWA's had just completed in 1997 its Strategic Plan 1994-1996 for gifted 
students. 
Half of the 1996 cohort (50%) however did sight some form of provision for 
bright students whilst on their long-term practice. As EDWA's Strategic 
Plan for Gifted Students was in full momentum at this period, this is a 
possible positive influence in the 1996 cohort's attitudes. Through this 
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Plan, educators, student teachers and practising teachers, had the 
opportunity to participate in professional development (e.g., state 
conlerence with Professor Gagne in 1996), policy and TAGS File launches. 
The module can not be cited as a factor in influencing these attitudes with 
this particular cohort, as the attitudes were not measured from the 
commencement to the conclusion of the module. 
In contrast, the lack of experiencing 'policy in action' for the !997 cohort 
may have helped shaped the change in attitudes from positive to ambivalent 
towards the needs and support of the gifted. This practicum was just prior 
to the commencement of the university module and this may have lead to 
commencing the module with preconceived ideas that gifted students do not 
have special needs. 
Furthermore, the majority of 1997 cohort (84%) were not aware of the 
EDWA's policy and 49% did not see a school-based gifted and talented 
policy. This may have influenced the attitude findings in Section B of the 
questionnaire where the 1997 cohort agreed that schools are already 
adequately meeting the needs of the gifted. 
This also indicated a mismatch between policy knowledge and policy in 
action within their teaching practice schools. 
After participating in a university module on gifted education, a large 
percentage (43%) of the 1997 cohort did not feel the resources in action (i.e. 
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TAGS File) contributed to their learning. However, many of the 1997 
cohort saw or used the professional development package, the TAGS File, 
whilst on their practice (87%). If this was deemed by them to be 'adequate 
in meeting the needs of the gifted', then the university module failed to 
adequately help them to make the connection between the current research, 
current policy, and the resources provided to implement the policy and 
research. 
The two cohorts of university students were introduced to a number of 
strategies suitable for gifted stud.ents in the regular classroom as opposed to 
how to establish special classes, ability grouping and acceleration 
procedures. Therefore, the university students formed the attitude that they 
could adequately meet the needs of the gifted using predominately 
classroom strategies rather than ability grouping, special classes or 
acceleration, which is not supported by the literature that some grouping 
(i.e. ability) is essential. It is suggested this attitude was formed because of 
the lecturer's bias (L. Newhouse-Maiden, personal communication, Aug. 
1999). 
The qualitative evidence shed further contradiction towards this attitude as 
the findings revealed most of the university students from the 1997 cohort 
could only identifY on average two suitable classroom strategies learnt from 
the module (see Figure 6.2). Therefore it may suggest the module was not 
as effective in training university students to a variety of provision for the 
gifted and thus, shaping attitudes about provision for the gifted. 
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Consequences of such ineffective teacher training can lead to university 
students taking negative attitudes toward the gifted and their education into 
their classroom. As supported by the literature reviewed (see Chapter 2), 
this can lead to failure of school programs and can affect school morale. 
The effect on their students could lead to academic underachievement 
(cognitive) and unfulfilled individuals, hence, low self-esteem and self-
concept (affective) which does not benefit society for our potential, future 
leaders. This corresponds to the researcher's theoretical framework of 
developing the affective, cognitive and behavioural side to form attitudes. 
Additionally, attitudes towards the support of special services for the gifted 
significantly declined by the end of the module by the 1997 cohort. This 
indicated the module was not effective in changing attitudes. Other 
environmental factors such as previous personal experience and a lack of 
experiencing 'policy in action' may also have contributed to the decline in 
attitudes. 
For example, previous personal experience in a gifted program (as the 
literature reviewed revealed), can also have helped to mould positive pre-
attitudes towards the needs and support of the gifted. Evidence in this study 
indicated that nearly a third of the university students from both cohorts 
(1996 and 1997) were involved in some form of special provision to 
develop their own talents. This impact of previous experience is also 
aligned with the researcher's theoretical framework (see Chapter 4) that past 
experiences help shape attitudes. 
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University students were asked if they were involved in any form of special 
provision to develop their own gifts/talents. This demographic information 
was important to analyse because the defmition of attitudes states "they 
[attitudes] are acquired through experience and exert a directive inflaence 
on subsequent behaviour" (Breckler & Wiggins cited in Baron & Byrne, 
!991, p. 138). The findings in this study did not support the research that 
those who had themselves been accelerated as a student generally had a 
more favourable attitude than those whom had not and/or who had little 
experience with gifted students and/or gifted training (Southern & Jones 
!991 and Braga, 1971) as the 1997 cohort held negative attitudes. From the 
qualitative information gathered, many participants cited a non-academic 
gifted program (i.e. music or sport) as their gifted education experience, and 
the module emphasised more provision models and strategies suitable for 
more academic disciplines. 
Interestingly, as the quantitative information indicated (item 17), a large 
portion of the university students from both cohorts would like to be 
considered themselves gifted (X=3.41). However, as the findings revealed, 
many were not identified nor did they participate in a gifted program when 
they were younger (1996 cohort-50%; 1997 cohort-68%). This attitude is 
indicative of Gagne's Model ,,fGiftedness and Talent (see Figure 1.1) as 
!5% in any particular field mr1y be considered talented. Traditionally, the 
threshold was considered a lot smaller, normally 1-3% of the population 
only was considered gifted., hence, identification may have been an issue. 
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Lack of identification or personal experience in a gifted program themselves 
as students could have shaped attitudes negatively. This could be explored 
fun her in future research. This is also supponed by the collective 
demographic infoi:-nation analysis (e.g., age factor and those who 
considered themselves gifted and/or panicipated in a gifted program and the 
literature research (e.g., Southern & Jones, 1991) that revealed positive 
personal or family experience beforehand normally resulted in positive 
attitudes and general suppon towards the gifted in the immediate 
environment and in particular, towards ability grouping. 
With mismatch of policy in action and the negative attitudes the 1997 cohon 
will take with to them to schools, funher effective teacher training is 
required to refute the myth that gifted students are not at educational risk. 
However, the 1996 cohon differed from the 1997 cohon as they supponed 
the needs ofthe gifted, their ideologies and priorities for the gifted. 
Although 95% of the university students from the 1997 cohon agreed the 
module met their expectations, the quantitative information did not suppon 
this finding until the medium term, when the attitudes of the 1997 cohon 
improved once they became practising teachers (1998 cohon). 
The lecturers' favoured extension within the classroom rather than 
acceleration or ability grouping, although exceptions in some linear 
disciplines such as Mathematics were suggested (L. Newhouse-Maiden, 
personal communication, 1999). This provides a clear factor in determining 
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the negative to ambivalent attitudes formed towards ability grouping (by the 
1997 post and 1996 cohorts respectively). This also opposed EDWA's 
gifted and talented policy and guidelines (EDW A, 1996). The policy states 
two types of provision are required for the gifted (e.g., school/classroom 
based and supplementary), yet, the university module's emphasis was 
placed on one, the classroom based provisional strategies. 
Additionally, classroom strategies for the gifted that were examined in the 
module were viatlle time wise within the secondary classroom context (i.e., 
the value of curriculum compacting) and emphasis was placed on focussing 
on the process and real life problem solving (L. Newhouse-Maiden, 
personal communication, 1999). This does not compliment the principles of 
the Curriculum Framework and best practice as defined by literature 
reviewed, where individuals should need to be examined, regardless oftime, 
and if ability grouping or acceleration is the most appropriate provision it 
should be articulated and actioned. 
"Treat people as if they were what they ought to be and you help them to 
become what they are capable of being" (Goethe, 1999). 
A further factorthat may have influenced the ambivalent to negative 
attitudes (1996 and 1997 cohorts) towards accelerative enrichment, is the 
mismatch between definition and the questionnaire items in Section F (see 
findings Section F, Chapter 6 and Chapter 2). 
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Gagne-Nadeau's questionnaire itemised grade acceleration only. The 
researcher defined acceleration as "any strategy which allows students to 
progress more quickly than their age peers" (NSW Education Department, 
1991, as stated p2J, Chapter 2). This definition could include grade 
acceleration and subject acceleration and as well as early entry. 
In highlighting the effectiveness of the module, the university module's 
content was based on "the collective wisdom of experts in gifted education 
and from the lecturers's extensive practical and academic involvement in the 
field since the late 1970's" (see Chapter 5 and Appendix C). Therefore, 
factors other than the lecturers and the content appeared to have effected the 
overall effectiveness of the module in shaping attitudes towards the gifted. 
These 'other' possible factors could include the following: 
• the program delivery (as supported by the qualitative findings that 
some students did not enjoy the presentations); 
• preconceived attitudes formed from prior experience in the realm of 
the environmental catalysts (as supported by research); 
• disruptive students affecting other university students' concentration 
and module outcomes (as supported by the qualitative findings and 
elaborated further in this discussion on page 103) and, 
• intrapersonal catalysts such as lack of interest in the module and 
emphasis on grades rather than high cognitive activity by the 
university students (as supported by research). 
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Overall, the practising teachers ( 1998 cohort), held attitudes that are more 
positive in every section of the Gagne-Nadeau ( 1991) attitude questionnaire 
than when they were at university (as participants of the 1997 cohort). 
Therefore, their attitudes have changed for the better since graduating. No 
particular factor was evident in contributing to these attitudinal changes as 
no other information (qualitative or quantitative) was submitted other than 
the same attitude questionnaire. However, the factor of experience with a 
real classroom and putting theory into practice is deemed the likely cause in 
attitudinal change. As they were introduced to some desired teaching 
strategies for the gifted (Coil, 1996; Dalton & Smith, 1986 and Maker, 
1982), it is anticipated they were then put into practice (Starko & Schack, 
1989). This is the most likely factor to have contributed to the ambivalent 
to slightly positive overall attitudes towards the gifted and the incline in 
attitudes (since completing their university module) towards ability 
grouping and acceleration. 
Demographic information collated and analysed, such as gender, age and 
school type, did not play a significant factor with any cohort, in influencing 
their attitudes. 
The demographic factor of major subject/teaching area, also did not reveal 
any direct influences in forming attitudes, however, as stated some 
disruption by the "Drama students' was collated. Succinct and empirical 




In highlighting the improvements for the module, the university students 
identified the exam conditions and the presentations as the main aspects to 
improve the future implementation of the module. 
The qualitative findings did also suggest many students enjoyed the module 
and this reflected some of their changing behaviour and values. This also 
highlights the importance of both quantitative and qualitative data 
collection. 
The summative evaluation findings indicated a number of disruptive 
students may have influenced their own and others' attitudes (this is also 
aligned with the researcher's theoretical framework, the behavioural 
component). This could indicate two direct influences. One, many students 
already held negative or ambivalent attitudes before the courses and hence 
were ~nt interested in the content and became disruptive. Secondly, some 
stuc'ents indirectly acquired attitudes through social learning, whether 
negative, positive or ambivalent. That is the disruptive students may have 
influenced them and the group assignment may have helped mould attitudes 
in one way or another as stated any social learning experience can affect 
attitudes. 
An important follow up to in the present research would be to follow these 
graduates through their teaching career'" to determine how they cater for the 
gifted and their attitudes towards the gifted in their classrooms as research 
suggests that teachers trained in gifted education demonstrated greater 
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teaching sk:;Js and provided a more positive learning environment (Hansen 
& Feldhusen, 1994). 
Overall, the findings indicated that the university students developed an 
environmentalist approach to education in alignment with Gagne's 
Differentiated Model of Giftedness and Talent (see Figure 1.1) by 
supporting intrapersonal and environmental catalysts in forming attitudes. 
However, these attitudes were not always supportive of the gifted and their 
education. 
The significance of this present study lies in the fact the review of attitudes 
towards the gifted by university students is limited, and that this study did 
not always support the literature reviewed. Additionally the university 
module was not effective in exerting a positive behaviour and did not 
temper the affective component so that more rational decisions are made 
towards the gifted and their provisions for special needs. 
Furthermore this study supported the literature reviewed, as stated in 
Chapter I, which indicated a need for improved pre-service education of 
teachers in the field of gifted education (Begin and Gagne, I 994; 
Copenhaver & Mcintyre 1992; Gallagher, Coleman & Nelson I 995, and 
Schack & Starko I 990). 
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Limitations and future research recommendations 
There were a number of limitations in this present study. One of the key 
concerns related to pre-test and post-test comparison on the attitudes 
inventory was external validity. For example, exposure to the pre-test 
questionnaire may have aroused responses to the treatment in a particular 
way (e.g., arouse interest or sensitise participants to the gifted issues). 
Validity refers to whether an instrument measures what it is designed to 
measure (Buchanan & Feldhusen, 1991 ,p286). This questionnaire does ask 
questions which do not influence the participant. It is important participants 
have similar understandings of meanings. Although there are a plethora of 
definitions for giftedness, consistency was substantiated by using Gagne's 
definition of gifted and talented throughout the module. Gagne, Belanger 
and Motard (1993) also discovered in their study on the perceptions of 
prevalence the conception of giftedness can differ significantly and this may 
have affected the findings with item 17. 
Reliability was ensured that by administering the questionnaire in a 
consistent way i.e., the procedures and data analysis were consistent. This 
questionnaire helped eliminate the influence of the researcher's biases as a 
researcher when she collected and analysed the data. The overall reliability 
of the questionnaire needs further examination in an Australian and English 
speaking countries. 
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Closed~ form questions were used in a Likert scale where participants 
assessed their attitudes along a continuum. The number of favourable and 
unfavourable choices is equal (i.e., five point Likert- strongly agree, agree, 
neutral, disagree, strongly disagree). However, future research may 
examine a cluster analysis to provide dichotomous data so that clusters can 
be generated (an example of cluster analysis of Likert~type responses is 
described by Peng, Frank, & McFarland, 1984). 
As stated in Chapter One, the environmental catalysts such as the 
intervention of prior experience of participating in a gifted program and the 
participants' (i.e., the university students) interpersonal catalysts, such as 
willingness to self-report (i.e., in a questionnaire) may have affected their 
attitudes towards the gifted. 
The disadvantage of a self-report like a questionnaire is that they do not 
allow for clarification of items or further probing of answers and even one 
cannot control any fake answers. This can be further exacerbated in 
responses to •neutral' position on the Likert scale that may encourage 
laziness or 'fence sitting'. 
A poor return rate (28.5%) was experienced in 1998. Accompanying the 
questionnaire was a typed letter on university letterhead and a stamped 
return envelope. Another questionnaire and/or reminder could have been 
sent to improve the low return rate. 
97 . 
Other possible factors could have included apathy, as 87.9% from the 1997 
cohort had stated they did not want to be a part of the present study for 
1998-9, or they did not state anything on their summative evaluation form. 
Timing and incorrect addre[..ses may have been other factors leading to the 
poor response rate. For example, the participants only had three and a half 
weeks to respond to the letter of invitation. The graduates' addresses were 
obtained from the university when they were enrolled as university students. 
The chances that all graduates are at the same address are slim particularly 
with most graduates required to commence their country practice in 1998. 
This may put in question the reliability of the part ofthe research analysing 
1998 Post cohort data as all the participants may be the graduates with the 
already established positive views towards the gifted. There is a need for 
further research with a larger sample. 
The demographic information could lead to further studies. For example, a 
comparison of attitudes of university students that have completed a module 
in gifted education with those who have not received any training. 
Of a minor note, one question in particular given to the 1997 cohort was 
poorly constructed and could have led to ambiguity, and confusion in 
answering. For example, the question: " Are you aware of gifted and 
talented state policy?" should have read "Are you aware of the Education 
Department's state policy, Policy and Guidelines for the Education of Gifted 




Overall, the limitations ofthe Gagne-Nadeau (1991) attitude questionnaire, 
identified prior to the use ofCronbach's Alpha, were: 
I. There were varied number of items per section/factor. 
2. Some sections only had 3 to 4 items (statements) therefore, 
the findings should be interpreted with caution. 
3. Item 17 open to differing interpretations. 
4. Careful interpretation is required ftom one context (i.e., 
country) to another. 
5. Factor 5, ability grouping, may be contrary to EDWA's ethos 
in secondary schools for a1llearning areas. 
6. Could add another factor/section to succinctly differentiate 
provision in the regular classroom compared to special types 




Although attitudes are not observable, they can be measured using reliable 
instruments such as the attitude questionnaire used in this present study, 
'Opinions about the g{fted and lalenled and their education' (Gagne-
Nadeau, 1991). Powerful results were obtained using this instrument and 
supporting qualitative information to detennine if participation in a 
university module on gifted education had a short and medium term effect 
in shaping attitudes towards the gifted. As the research in attitude 
instruments declared, "don't expect dramatic results in either a positive or in 
a negative direction when analysing attitudinal and opinion data" (Buchanan 
& Feldhusen, 1991, p304). However, this present study's findings produced 
some 'dramatic' attitudinal results. 
The university module was not as effective in changing attitudes of the 1997 
cohort positively towards the gifted and their education. Clearly there was 
no short-term effect and this questioned the overall effectiveness of the 
module. However limited evidence suggested there was a medium, positive, 
attitudinal effect once the cohort became practising teachers and put 
policy/theory into action, as their attitudes were more positive towards the 
gifted. This result was anticipated (see Chapter I) and was also aligned 
with the researcher's conceptual framework (Figure 4.1 ). However, the 
effect was limited due to the sample size and further research needs to 
address a larger population. 
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Current education retbrm in Western Australia, suggested all schools, 
government and non-government, are to be guided by an environmentalist 
approach and by using the document based on sound teaching and learning 
principles of the Curriculum Framework (Curriculum Council, 1998). This 
framework advocates a developmental approach, rather than age related 
classes. Although this will mean a philosophical shift for some schools, it is 
suggested that this will allow for greater flexibility and work towards 
satisfying student needs, by catering for individual differences, rather than 
using administrative or age related practices that often occurs. If these 
principles of teaching and learning are recognised, namely that: learning is 
developmental; that there is a need to cater for different learning ratos and to 
identify current student status to provide the appropriate and challenging 
curriculum (Gross, 1994b), then the needs of the gifted must also be met 
within this new Curriculum Framework. To cater for individual learning 
rates and to provide a challenging and stimulating curriculum, it is 
important then that teachers become more aware of the needs of the gifted 
and the attitudes they themselves portray towards them, as they would do 
for any other group of children. 
It cannot be ignored that gifted children, like the learning disabled children, 
have special requirements. Gifted children require a differentiated 
curriculum. 
" ....... .it would be expected that students with significantly higher 
ability would achieve at a different rate that the student population as 
a whole. The objective for these students would be individually based 
and focused on fully developing their potential. Monitoring 
101 . 
achievement for these students would need to he against individual 
potential. Much information abounds in the literature on this and 
stresses the need for a range of strategies which involve teachers and 
other school personnel, the students themselves, their peers and 
parents" (EDWA, 1998b, pi I). 
However, this study revealed university students, once they had participated 
in a university module on gifted education, could not identify a large range 
of classroom strategies for the gifted. This also indicated they were not 
supportive of some of the strategies, such as ability grouping and 
acceleration, as supported by research. Therefore, it could be suggested, 
they are not supporting social equity policies and providing adequate 
opportunities for the gifted to reach their true potential. 
Gifted children do require trained teachers in gifted education with positive 
attitudes to help cater for their needs. The new millennium should see 
positive attitudes and good teaching practice in action if university and other 
educational institutions provide appropriate training in gifted education for 
all classroom teachers, university students, and teachers of the gifted. 
Historically, as the literature reviewed suggested, the momentum for gifted 
education is rising even though some old attitudes, such as elitism, prevail. 
It is hoped that these issues and attitudes are finally and effectively 
implemented into the twenty first century. 
Presently, as one student teacher commented on the summative evaluation 
form: "That it [the module] provided information on a topic which isn't 
highly recognised in schools ... " The fact that some university educational 
!02 
I 
institutions .'iii// do not recognise the needs oft he gifted is a concern as we 
head towards the millennium with greater accountability requirements for 
individual students. 
With greater accountability, it is hoped that the gap between policy for the 
gifted and policy in action in schools will be closed. Likewise, that 
universities will be more conscious of the need to provide university 
modules that are more effective in changing university students attitudes 
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Appendi• A Gagne-Nadeau (1994) 'Opi?ions .about the gifted and 
talented and their education' attitude guest10nna1re 
Opinions about the gi'rted and their education 
Fr:mo;oys Gagne, PhJ). and Lomine Nadc:lu, M.A. 
Univ=i<C du Quebec i Monat:LI (Canada) · 
The following sta~meocs concern gifted children and lhc:ir educ::Ltioa; they were taken from n~ articles, 
books. and other sources. We would like to know the extent of your agrec.mc::lt or disagreement wilh c::teh of 
them. There are no correct or incorrect ;:tnS"Wers. Plc:ase,. feel free to express your pe:rzonal opinion. 
t Use the sc:Ue below to give your opinion. 
2. ~ beside e::1ch statement the number which best represents your opinion. 
3. Answer as spontaneously as possible. 
4. Ple:lSe answer all ques.tions.. 
5. Use !lt1SWer 3 as little as possible. 
SCALE: 1-totallvdi:;e=: 2-partia!tvdi:;agrn:: 3 undecided: 4-partia!Jva=: 5-tota11vagre;. 
0 I. Our scllools should offe:: spec'..a! ooucational servi= for the gifted. (891) I 2 J 4 5 
02. The best way to meet the needs of the gifted is to put them in speC.al classes, (255) I 2 3 4 5 
03. Olildten with diffic:llties have the most need of special educ:uioaal se:vices. (082) I 2 3 4 5 
04. Spe::'.21 programs ior gifted ch.ildm! have the drawback of~ elitistll- (052) I 2 ~ 4 5 ~ 
05. Special educ:ltional services for the gifted are :1. mark of privilege. (512) I 2 3 4 5 
06. Whe.' the gifted are put in speci31 classes, the other childten Ie:l devaluecL (295) I 2 3 4 5 
07. Most gift.:d chilcne;, who slcip a grnde have diffic:llties in their social adjustment to a group of 
older students- (2!6) · I 2 3 4 5 
08. lt is more d2.maging for a gifted child to waste time in class than to adapt to skipping 
agratie. (496) I 2 3 4 5 
09. Gimachlldrenareoften bored in se.'looL (701) I 2 3 4 5 
10. Otildten who skip a grade are usually pt=t=d to do so by their parents- (906) I 2 3 4 5 
II. The gima waste their time in regul:!r classes. (151) I 2 ~ 4 5 ~ 
12- We have a greater moral responsibilicy to giveSO<O.al help to children with difficulties than to 
gifted children. (442) · I 2 ~ 4 5 ~ 
13. Gima persons are a valo.:Jlle resource for our society. (843) I 2 3 4 5 
14. The spcciiic educational needs oi the gifted are too often ignoted in our schools. (751) I 2 3 4 5 
15. The gima need special attention in orde:' to fully develop their Ollents- (391) I 2 3 4 5 
16. Our schools :ue :ili<:!dy :J.deqU:J.te in meeting the needs of the gifted. (102) 12 3 4 5 
17_ I would very much like to be considered :J. gifted person. (813) I 2 3 4 5 
?13 
Cont. Appendix A 
Opio.iocu lowud I be giho:t ~ 
SCALE : I - 1ot;Uly diagn:e: 2 =partially disagree: 3 undecided: 4- partiaJiy agn:e; 5- totaJly aPJ!"&. 
. It is parents who have the major responsibility for hdping gifted childr<n develop their 
t!lents. (482) . 
'. A child who has been identified as gifted has more difficulty in making friends. (554) 
·• Gifted child=t should be left ill regular cla=s, sinec they me as :m inll>llCdl"'l stimulant 
for the other childre:J.. (835) 
. By "'i'3"'ting srudents into gifted and other groups, we in=se the Wleiling of cbild=t as 
srrong-weak. good-less good, etc. (275) 
. Some tt::u:hers feel thc::irautbority tl:trcut:ned by giliedchildrcn. (674) 
;, The gifted areal=dy favouro:l in our schools. (122) 
'· In order to prog=s.. a society must devdop the t!lents of gifted individuals 
to a rna:citnum. ( 451) 
; . By offering spe::'.ai educ:uional services to the gifted we p<q>:n" the.fuwre members 
of a dominant class. (823) .. 
i. Tax-payers should not have to pay for speei2l educ:ation for the minority of child=t 
who are gifted. (732) . 
'. Av=ge child=t are the major reso= of our. socie.y, so, they should be the focus 
of our attention. (342) 
• Giftedchildr<n might become vainoregctisricul iftheyaregiven specialatteodon. (312) 
'. When skipping a grade, gifted srudonts miss important ideas (they have "holes" 
in thc::ir knowledge). (86o) 
I. Since we invest supplementary funds forchildr<n with difficulties, we should do the same 
for the gifted. (061) 
. . Often, gifted childre.'l arc rejecll>d because J>OOI>le are envious of them. (304) 
!. The regular sc.'lool program stifles the in..Ueau:Ucuriosity of gifted children. (431) 
',;, The leade:s of tomorrow's society will come mostly from the gifted of today. (653) 
' 





Th~nk you very much for your belp in this research project. 
\ Copyn;ht. OIREOT, Univcn:i1i: du Quebec: 1 Moatri.sl, 1991. 
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Appendix C University module outline: 1~'/J{ I 3600 -Catering for high 
ahilill' (gifted and talellled) .\'ludents. 
"A MODEL FOR TiiE 'GIFTED' MODULE"- WESTERN AUSTRAL!A 
'Academic Extension' 
(Social Justice Policy W.A. 1991) 
(Policy for the Education of Gifted & Talented Children 1996) 
"Teaching TAGS" (WA) 1995 
Lecturers 
"quality in parternership 
Students (B.A.(Ed) 
"successful practitioners"' 
Consultants in \. 


































Ability to modify 
curricula to foster 
talent development. 
Needs assessment of 
Gifted in particular 
contexts 
Reflective practitioners 









(Adams & Wallace 1990) 
by Newhouse-Maiden 
& Williams (1996) 
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Appendix D 1996 cohort demographic sheet 
EDU3600 
SURVEY: CATERING FOR HIGH ABILITY 
(GIFTED AND TALENTED) STUDENTS 
NAME or PERSONAL IDENTITY CODE------------
MALE/FEMALE (circle) 
AGE 19-25 (circle) 
over 25 
Teaching Area(s) 
Having just returned from a successful 10 weeks A TP and now a qualified 
practitioner: 
1. Did your ATP school make any form of provision for the bright students? 
Please specify. 
2. Were Y.OU involved in any form of special programme to develop your 
personal ~aients/ gifts? Please specify. 
3. What are your expec~ations of this "gifted" module? 
4. What are the hoped for outcomes for you as a result of this module? 
a) personally 
b) professionally, and 
c) for your future students? 









Appendix E \997 cohort demographic sheet 
EDU3600 
SURVEY: CATERING FOR HIGH ABILITY 
(GIFfED AND TALENTED) STUDENTS 
Name or Personal identity Code 
Male,(Female (circle) 
Ag• 19-2C:. over25 (circle) 
Teaching Area(s). 
Type of Prac (ie ATP, other: please specify) 
Was your Prac in a government or non government school? 
Having just returned from either a successful Prac or successfullO week AlP and now as a 
qualified practitioner: 
I. • Are you aware of gifted and talented state policy? Yes · '\To 
• Did your school have a policy on gifted and talented 
students? ""~or: No 
• Did you see or use a TAGS professional deve-lopment file on • Yes "L'IIO 
gifted or talented students? · 
3. As a student in school, were you involved in any form of special programme to develop 
your personal talents/gifts? Please specify. 
r 
4. What are your expectations of this "gifted" module? 
.. .. ·.·. .. " . 
5. What are the hoped for outcomes for you as a result of this module? 
a) personally 
b) professionally, and 
c) for your future students? 





Appentllix F Summative evaluation form of 1997 university module. 
EDITH COWAN UNIVERSITY 
SCHOOL OF TEACHING AND LEARNING 
ED3600: GIFfED MODULE EVALUATION 

























The module content was consistent with my prior 
expectations. 
The modult ob'ectives were met. 
Comments on returned assi!mments were helnfu.l. 
There was a good balance between theory and application of 
the theory. 
The intellectual content of the unit was substantial rather 
than trivial. 
Le<:tures were adequately supplemented by other 
relevant stratelrles. 
Small group work encouraged my creativity and skills in 
metaco2J'lition. 
The lectures and stnall group discussions in workshops 
discouraged analytic thouRht. 
There was an inadequate range of reference materials 
available. 
Knowledge and examination of the TAGS File contributed to 
my learning. 
Assigned reading appreciably aided learning in this module. 
The module assignment made me think and creatively apply 
workshop content. . 
Small group activities provided good experience in applying 
module ideas . 
Lecturer's expectation for good performance was unrealistic. 
The module outline handed out before the mid-semester break 
was clear and useful. 
The module has increased my interest in catering for high 
ability students. 
ll9 
SA A 0 so 
I 
Cont. Appendix F 
17. Which aspects of the module did you find most useful? 
16. Please comment on the Group Assignmei\t: e.g. Effectiveness? Usefulness? Appropriate 
application of marks? Worthwhile learning experience? etc. 
19. List some strategies you would employ to cater for high ability children in your classroom. 
20. How could the module be improved? 
21. Aie you willing to be included in a foltow·up study next year? U yes, please provide name and 





Appendix G 1998 cohort letter to participate in present study. 
Name 
Street Number and Name 
Suburb and Post code 
Dear 
In 1997 you participated in a module at Edith Cowan University called EDU 
3600: Catering for High Ability (Gifted and Talented) Students. In this 
module lecturers, Janet Williams and Lesley Newhouse-Maiden, gave you a 
pre and post questionnaire about your attitudes towards giftedness, gifted 
students and special provision for the gifted to ascertain whether this 
module had "made a difference" in your attitudes. 
As part of my bachelor ofEducation (Honours) Thesis, I am interested in 
finding out whether as a new graduate you have had any opportunities to 
teach gifted students and whether there had been any attitudinal change 
regarding provision for the gifted, as a result of recent school experiences. I 
would greatly appreciate if you would again complete the attitudinal 
inventory enclosed, so that I can measure whether there have been 
attitudinal changes since you became a graduate teacher. This data will 
remain strictly confidential and is being collected as part of my thesis. If 
you would like fill iher information you may contact me on (08) 9245 6582 
or my supervisor, Mrs Lesley Newhouse-Maiden on (08) 9370 6527 
!21 
For your convenience I have enclosed a stamped, self-addressed envelope 
and I would greatly appreciate if you could return the completed 
questionnaire by October 31, 1998. 
In anticipation, I thank you for your time and I wish you all the best with 
your new career. 
Yours sincerely 
SUZANNE COOPER 
Bachelor of Education (Hons) Student 
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Appendix. H 'Titles of sections' scoring sheet for GagnC-Nadeau attitude 
guestionnaire. 
Scoring procedure ror the questionnaire 
"Opinions about the girted and their education.n 
Instructions. Transfer your answers from the questionnaire to the corresponding spaces below, 
taking care to ~t answers (5 = 1; 4 = 2; etc.) to items within brackets. Then, 
do the requested computations to oblllin l!1!i!!i and means. 
Totals Means 
A. Answer: /8= 
Items> 1 9 11 14 15 24 30 32 
B. Answer. 
[3) [4) [5] /}2) (16) hs) (23) (2~ (21) (28) Items> 
/10= 
c. Answer. /4= 
Items> 13 17 [25] 33 
D. Answer: /3 = 
Items> 19 22 31 
E. Answer. -- /4= 
Items> 2 [6] [20] [21] 
F. Answer: - - 15 = 
Items> [7] 8 [10] [29] 34 
Total score (Sum of A to F) - /34= 
Titles of sections 
A. Needs and SUPJ?O!t (Needs of gifted children aDJd sQPPOit for special services). 
B. leyelofWJ>OSition (Objections based on ideology and priorities.) 
C. Social value (Social usefulness of gifted persons in society). 
D. Rejectioo (lsolatioo of gifted pemns by others in the immediate environment). 
E. Ability grouping (Attitudes toward speci3l homogeneous groups, classes, schools). 
F. School accel=ticm (Attitudes toward accelerative enrichment). 
C Copyright. OIREDT. Univcnit.C du Qutbec i MODtli:aL 1991. 
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Appendix I Summary of university students' major subject teaching 
areas. 
Teaching Area 1996 Cohort 1997 Cohort 
Art 8.33% 14.28% 
Business Education 6.48% 7.93% 
Design & Technology 13.88% 7.93% 
Drama/English 16.66% 12.69% 
-
Health & Physical Education 16.66% 22.22% 
Home Economics 5.55% 12.69% 
Library 4.629'/o 9.52% 
Mathematics 3.70% 0% 
Media 0.925% 0% 
Science 9.25% 3.17% 
Social Science 7.40% 9.52% 
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